Mer eMeOURSA NED UrM 


JUNE 12, 1987 


TOs Members of the Board of Adjustments ake 


From: Gil Kelley, Acting Chief, Advance Planning (.2/ ’ JUL 1 1987 
Subject: DURKEE PROJECT CRIVERSITY OF CALIFOpet, 


This is a reminder that the Board will be holding a special meeting to conduct 
a public hearing on the proposed Durkee project, at 7:15 pm, Wednesday, June 
17, West Berkeley Senior Center (Sixth and Hearst). At that meeting the Board 
will be asked to consider: 1) amending its 12/11/86 action to certify the 
Final EIR for this project, in order to include a brief EIR addendum which 
deals with recent changes to the project; and 2) taking action on the requests 
for use permits and variances. 


In order to prepare Boardmembers for this hearing, I am enclosing in this 
packet a copy of the hearing notice (which shows the permits being requested) , 
the applicant's statement and drawings, and the EIR (Environmental Impact 
Report). The EIR is composed of four documents: the draft EIR, the final EIR 
supplement, a first addendum to the final, and the recently prepared second 
addendum. 


In order to approve a project for which an EIR has been prepared, it is 
required that Boardmembers first familiarize themselves with ("review and 
consider") the EIR. For new Boardmembers, it is not necessary that you were 
present to vote for certification last December, but you are obligated to 
review these documents. I suggest that you concentrate on reading the brief 
addenda, the summary text of the Final EIR (11/86, pages 1-39), and the 
summary from the Draft EIR (6/89, pages 1-12). 


The follow-up packet will include the normal staff report, with findings and 
recommendations on the permit requests and EIR information ("CEQA findings"). 


Attachments: 
Public Notice 
Project Plans and Applicant's Statement 
EIR Addendum of 6/87 
EIR Addendum of 12/86 
Final EIR (11/86) 
Draft EIR (6/86) 


Digitized by the Internet Archive 
In 2024 


https://archive.org/details/C 123305509 


>UBLIC HEARING NOTICE 


750 HEINZ/2900 FIFTH STREETS (DURKEE SITE) 


CONSTRUCTION OF THREE (3) BUILDINGS CONVERSION OF TWO (2) EXISTING BUILDINGS, DEMO - 
LITION OF ONE (1) BUILDING, AND DEMOLITON OF A FREE STANDING SMOKESTACK, TO ACCOMMODATE 
Nee EERE PROJECT INCLUDING OFFICES, 19 LIVE/WORK UNITS, A THEATRE, CAFE AND CHILD- 

E CENTER 


(Zoning Ordinance (3018 N. S.) 


ONG ESTERS __M (Manufacturing). aoe eee PERMIT NUMBER(S): Al222/VAR #1211 
THE BERKELEY BOARD OF ADJUSTMENTS WILL HOLD A PUBLIC HEARING ON THE 
ABOVE MATTER ON: WEDNESDAY, __ June 17, 1987 IN THE MULTI-PURPOSE ROOM 


AT WEST BERKELEY SENIOR CENTER, 1900\ SIXTH ST., BERKELEY 94710. THE 
MEETING WILL BEGIN AT 7:15 PM 


APPLICANT: RICHARD ROBBINS (WAREHAM DEVELOPMENT ) PHONE: 497-4964 


PERMITS REQUESTED 


. @ USE PERMIT UNDER SECTION 12.7(a)(1) OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE TO CONSTRUCT THREE (3) 
NEW BUILDINGS (SHOW AS "C", "E" AND "F" ON THE SITE PLAN) AND VARIOUS OTHER SITE 
IMPROVEMENTS DESCRIBED ON THE ATTACHED SITE PLAN. 


9 USE PERMIT UNDER SECTION 12.7(a)(2) TO CONVERT THE EXISTING TWO-STORY DURKEE BUILD- 
a INTO ae FOR 19 RESIDENTIAL (LIVE/WORK) UNITS AND ONE COMMERCIAL UNIT (CAFE). 
BLDG. @ ear J 


a 


© USE PERMIT UNDER SECTION 12.7(a)(2) TO CONVERT THE EXISTING SPICE BUILDING (BLDG. 


"B") TQ ACCOMMODATE A THEATRE. oe 


© USE PERMIT UNDER SECTION 15.1-1 TO ALTER AND RELOCATE, WITHIN THE DURKEE BUILDING, 
FOUR (4) EXISTING RESIDENTIAL (LIVE/WORK) UNITS. 


© USE PERMIT UNDER SECTION 15.1-3 TO DEMOLISH THE BUILDING KNOWN AS 810 HEINZ/EX- 
PERIMENTAL KITCHEN, AN 81 FGGT FREE-STANDING SMOKESTACK, AND OPEN METAL FRAME 
STRUCTURE. 


© VARIANCE FROM SECTION 12.2 TO CONSTRUCT A PORTION OF BUILDING "F" TO A HEIGHT OF 
60 FEET, AS SHOWN ON THE ATTACHED ELEVATION (45' LIMIT). 


@® VARIANCE FROM SECTION 15.6(q)(4) TO EXCEED THE DRIVEWAY WIDTH FOR FOUR (4) DRIVE- 
WAYS (ANGLED PARKING AT THE STREET) AND TO EXCEED 50% OF THE REQUIRED YARD FOR 
THE SAME. 


NOTE: NEW BUILDING "C", "E" AND “F" ARE INTENDED PRIMARILY FOR OFFICE USE, AL~ 
THOUGH SOME PORTIONS MAY BE USED FOR OTHER PURPOSES, INCLUDING. LIGHT 
INDUSTRIAL AND RETAIL. SUBSEQUENT USE PERMITS WILL BE REQUIRED TO OPERATE 
THE THEATRE, CAFE, CHILDCARE CENTER, AND OTHER FUTURE USho..WHIGH NORMALLY NT AL 
REQUIRE PERMITS UNDER THE ZONING ORDINANCE. STUDIES LIBRARY 


CONTINUED. ON NEXT SHEET... JUL 1 1987 


UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 


THE PROJECT SITE IS DESIGNATED AS A LANDMARK SITE UNDER BERKELEY $s EAND= 
MARK PRESERVATION ORDINANCE. THE LANDMARK PRESERVATION COMMISSION, AND 
CITY COUNCIL ACTING ON APPEAL, HAVE GRANTED NECESSARY APPROVALS FOR THIS 
PROJECT. 

ENV. STATUS: 


A FINAL EIR WAS CERTIFIED BY THE BOARD OF ADJUSTMENTS ON DECEMBER 10, 1986; AN EIR 
ADDENDUM HAS BEEN SUBSEQUENTLY PREPARED, AND THEREFORE, AMENDMENT OF THE PRIOR 
CERTIFICATION IS REQUIRED AS PART OF THIS ACTION. THE ADDENDUM PERTAINS SPECIFICALLY 
TO DESIGN CHANGES WHICH HAVE BEEN INCORPORATED IN THE PROJECT, AND THE ADDITION OF 
18,000 SQUARE FEET TO BUILDING "F". 


ATTACHMENTS: Vicinity Map Xs, o1te Plan X=, Floor PiancAs Elevations X_, 


Perspective , Photographs , Applicant's Statement : 


Other : 


Response to this notice can be made verbally at the public hearing, or in 
writing. All written communications will be distributed to the Boardmembers. 
Mail written responses to Current Planning Division, 2180 Milvia Street, 
Berkeley, CA 94704. 


NOTICE: If you object to this project or to any City action or procedure relating 
to this project application, any lawsuit which you may later file may be 
limited to those issues raised by you or someone else in the public hearing 


on this project or in written communications presented at or prior to the 
public hearing. 


750 Heinz Street and 2900 Fifth Street (Durkee Site) 
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WAREHAM DEVELOPMENT 
Project #8619-A 
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ie p fe Shr freef (dée€ & ete ty cleccde ie 7 elt he 
APPLICANT STATEMENT - 750 HEINZ STREET/2900 FIFTH STREET (DURKEE SITE) 


Wareham Development submits the following statement to the Board of 
Adjustments in support of its demolition and use permit applications and 
variances for the Aquatic Park Center ("Durkee") Project, a new mixed-use 
project including new construction and renovation, 


L)\Ecpdne, eli Cead ee 
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Currently, there are four major structures on the landmark site: the 
Durkee (Building A) and Spice (Building B) buildings, the 810 Heinz/ 
Experimental Kitchen Building, the smokestack, and the remnant of an old 
structure (a steel framework). Wareham is hereby requesting use permits 
for demolition for the 810 Heinz/Experimental Kitchen Building, the 
smokestack., and the existing open steel framework. This will leayfortlFre OF GOVERNMENTAL 


two major structures on the site, the Durkee (Building A) and Spic Amelie 
(Building B) Buildings, for renovation. STUDIES LIBRARY 


EXISTING CONDITIONS zs ) 
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UL 1 1987 


PROJECT OVERVIEW { co REC bes eet 
The Aquatic Park Center Project, as proposed, will include the renovation 
and new construction of 150,800 square feet of mixed-use development in 
five buildings on the seven-acre site. Of the five buildings, two will 
be renovated structures with adaptive re-use for live-work, theater, and 
commercial use; two of the buildings replace former structures; and one 

; 4 Nai tie 

is new. boar od ir€ (orl « 


In addition to the demolition permits, Wareham requests use permits for 
the construction of the following: 


i A new 10,000 square foot, one-story structure (Building "C") for 
light industry and retail to occupy approximately the same 
footprint as the existing 810 Heinz building. 


Ce A new 33,800 square foot, two-story structure (Building "E") for R 
& D to occupy approximately the same footprint as the former 
Winterizing Building. 


ae A new 75,000 square foot, two-story structure with penthouse 
(Building "F") for commercial to occupy the western portion of the 
site. 


Finally, Wareham requests use permits for the relocation of four existing 
live-work tenants in the Durkee Building (Building A), and the conversion 
of the remaining 18,500 square feet to live-work units and a cafe. 
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Wareham Development 
Project #8719-A 
Application Statement 
Page 2 


This project statement and design conforms to the Final EIR, mitigates 
the impacts identified therein, and promotes the purposes of the City of 
Berkeley. Accordingly, we urge the Board of Adjustments to issue the 
requested permits after the public hearing of June 17, 1987. 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND RATIONALE 


The purpose of this project is to provide Berkeley, specifically West 
Berkeley, with a multi-use cultural and commercial center that preserves 
the industrial heritage of the site and neighborhood. This purpose is 
reflected in both the project's massing and architectural design. 


The character of the project is set by the Durkee (Building A) and Spice 
(Building B) buildings, two red brick structures from the art deco era of 
the 1920s, and their adjacent courtyard. The Durkee Building will be 
used primarily for live-work and a cafe. The Spice Building will be 
renovated for a community theater leased by the Berkeley Jewish Theater. 


Together with Building C, which will replace 810 Heinz, these buildings 
will enhance the historic inner courtyard as a walkway and gathering 
place. In addition, the courtyard will be hardscaped to accommodate 
outdoor performance art. 


Building C will be used for light industry, manufacturing, and retail. 
Its design features include high bay space, roll-up doors, parapets, and 
banded brick. These features will be compatible with the surrounding 
Durkee and Spice buildings. 


Building E will be located within the approximate footprint of the former 
Winterizing Building, thus preserving the historic multi-story massing of 
the eastern portion of the site. It will be occupied by Xoma 
Corporation, a Berkeley-based bio-tech R & D manufacturing firm. The 
building's design features will include steel industrial railings, multi- 
lite windows, exposed metal trusses, and a special entry treatment. 


Building F will be used for office space. To make it compatible with the 
industrial project design, it will include a large glass entry and steel 
railings. 


In addition to these industrial design features, Building F will also be 
linked to the rest of the project by a central corridor. The corridor 
will be paved with either Bal or bomanite to enhance the textural 
linkages between the buildings. 
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Wareham Development 
Project #8719-A 
Application Statement 
Page 3 


In keeping with the industrial design, trees and shrubbery will be 
enclosed in iron grates with low lights. The building entries will have 
high mounted accent lights to emphasize their industrial character. 


Parking: The final project design will include 425 on-site parking 
spaces, thereby meeting the impact identified in the EIR. 


BACKGROUND 


Wareham initiated the Aquatic Park Center Project in January, 1985, In 
August, 1985, the LPC designated the site a landmark, and subsequent to 
this decision, an EIR was prepared and certified by the Board of 
Adjustments in December, 1986 (see Attachment A for an outline chronology 
of the Project). 


Since then, Wareham has met on numerous occasions with the Office of 
Economic Development and the Planning and Community Development 
Department to negotiate a mutual agreement regarding a recommended 
mitigation package. In addition, Wareham representatives and the LPC 
have met on many occasions over the last year to ensure that the final 
project design would meet the LPC's concerns within the constraints of 
financial feasibility. (Note: The LPC has retained design review 
authority following use permit approvals.) 


This task was accomplished, with the exception of the smokestack 
demolition, on March 30, 1987, when the LPC approved the demolition 
permits (excepting the smokestack) and the new construction proposed 
under the Landmarks Preservation Ordinance. 


An appeal was filed by Wareham regarding the smokestack demolition, The 
City Council held three public hearings in May, 1987, as well as two 
workshop meetings to consider the alternatives of dealing with the smoke- 
stack issue. 


On May 19, 1987 the City Council voted to reverse the LPC decision on the 
smokestack allowing it to be demolished, and allowing Building E to be 
constructed in its place. In addition, the City Council allowed Wareham 
an additional 6,000 square feet on Building F, with designated revenues 
to be used for additional historic preservation efforts. 


A continuing community concern about lease agreements between the live- 
work artists in the Durkee Building and Wareham has been resolved by 
mutual written agreement and lease. In brief, the four units will be 
registered with the Rent Board, and the tenants will receive their 
existing square footage or an agreed-upon size, with required improve- 
ments to meet current building codes. 
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DISCUSSION 


Wareham requests use permits in conformance with the general standards in 
Section 20.2. In general, the proposed uses will not be detrimental to 
the neighborhood, and other circumstances and property noted in Section 
20.2 as the proposed uses are synonymous with the industrial character 
and landmark status of the site, because the project provides a general 
welfare benefit to the City, creates numerous jobs, provides a cultural 
center foa a theater and live-work artists, and because potential impacts 
identified in the EIR have been mitigated either through project changes 
or provisions in the recommended mitigation package. 


The following four sections require conformance in order to obtain use 
permits: 


4 Under Section 15.1-1, Conversion of Dwelling Units to Non- 

- Residential Use, Wareham proposes the relocation of the four 
existing live-work units totalling approximately 5,500 square feet 
to another location within the Durkee Building (Building A). The 
relocation of these units within the Durkee Building will not 
reduce the housing supply (15.1-1(c)(1)), nor reduce the utility 
of those units as a place of residence. This is evidenced by the 
mutual tenant agreement which calls for improvements to be made to 
these spaces and for the units to be registered with the Rent 
Stabilization Board. 


rae Wareham proposes to convert the remaining 18,500 square feet in 
the Durkee Building to live-work housing and a cafe of 3,000-4,000 
square feet. Historically, the building has been used for both a 
mix of live-work and commercial tenants, such as Grainnaisance 
Bakery and a magazine publication. This mixed-use character 
enlivens the site and provides affordable housing for live-work 
artists. Wareham will create 18 live-work units (Note: 17 units 
are proposed, with one unit to be divided in the future to total 
18 units). Wareham requests this conversion under Section 
12.7(a)(2) of the Zoning Ordinance. 


mi Wareham also proposes the new construction of 118,800 square feet 
for Buildings C, E, and F, as described in the Project Overview 
under Section 12.7(a)(1). These buildings conform to zoning 
standards (except as provided in the variance below). On-site 
parking has been provided beyond the required number of stalls, 
and any detrimental effects which might otherwise be caused by the 
buildings’ use are eliminated by the provisions of the mitigation 
package. 
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Wareham Development 
Project #8719-A 
Application Statement 


Page 5 


DISCUSSION (cont'd) 


4. 


Under Section 15.1-3, Wareham requests the demolition of the 80- 
foot-high smokestack, a 7,900 square feet structure known as 

810 Heinz/Experimental Kitchen, and an open steel framework. The 
LPC has approved demolition of 810 Heinz, and the City Council has 
approved Wareham's appeal to demolish the smokestack. The demo— 
litions will not be detrimental, and are in conformance with 
Section 20.2. In addition, the 810 Heinz and smokestack demo- 
litions are necessary to allow for the approved new use on the 
site (Section 15.1-3(b)(1)). The demolition of the steel 
framework is necessary to construct parking for the approved new 
uses. 


Two variances are also required for the proposed project: 


i 


To accommodate angled parking areas at the street frontage, 
Wareham requests a variance to exceed the twenty-foot driveway 
width at the property line, and to exceed more than 50% of the 
width of the street frontage for these parking areas (Section 
15.6(g)(4)). Briefly, under Section 19.7: 


(a) There are exceptional circumstances which require angled 
parking on the street frontage due to the location of existing 
structures and requirements set forth by the LPC on this 
landmark site. Parking must be located in these areas in 
order for the Project to fulfill the LPC requirement of 
providing street parking to preserve the industrial character, 
and allow the project to proceed through design review; 


(b) The granting is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment 
of substantial property rights. It is necessary to develop 
the site in this manner in order to meet the standards imposed 
by the LPC, 


(c) The granting will not adversely affect the conditions stated 
in this section. There will be no adverse effects by allowing 
parking in these areas. The City Traffic Engineer has 
reviewed the plans and concurs with the angled parking scheme, 
and the variance will benefit the City as a whole by providing 
additional parking. 
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Wareham Development 
Project #8719-A 
Application Statement 


Page 6 


DISCUSSION (cont'd) 


Ze 
(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
CONCLUSION 


Wareham requests a variance from Section 12.2 to construct a 
portion of Building F to a height of 60 feet, which exceeds the 
45-foot height limit, 


Under Section 19.7: 


There are exceptional circumstances to proceed with the 
additional height in order to satisfy the design requirements 
of the LPC on this landmark site. The aesthetics of the 
building dictated by the LPC require the entry bay height 
increased beyond 45 feet to provide an antrium-type entry and 
a building compatible with other structures on the site. 


The granting is necessary in order for the project to proceed 
economically for Wareham. In order to develop the site, 
Wareham is required to meet the standards imposed by the LPC. 


The additional height will not have any adverse effects, as 
stated in this section. No views to the west from surrounding 
structures will be blocked, nor does the additional height 
pose any safety or health hazard. This variance will benefit 
the City as a whole by providing a more attractive project. 


Wareham urges the Board of Adjustments to grant the following variances: 


le 


ce 


Under Section 15.6(q)(4) and Section 19.7, to grant a variance 
allowing angled parking on the street. 


Under Section 12.2 and Section 19.7, to grant a variance allowing 
a portion of Building F to exceed the 45-foot height limit to 60 
feet. 
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CONCLUSION (continued) 


Wareham urges the Board of Adjustments to make the following findings in 
order to grant Use Permits: 


i Under the Zoning Ordinance, Section 20.2 (Use Permits), that the 
requested demolition and construction permits would not be detri- 
mental to neighbors or the city as a whole. 


(a Under Section 15.1-1, that the requested relocations of four 
existing live-work units be granted. 


SE Under Section 12.7(a)(2), the conversion of the remaining square 
footage in the Durkee Building be granted. 


4, Under Section 12.7(a)(1), the request for new construction of 
. 118,800 square feet be granted. 


5. Under Section 15.1-3, the demolition of the 810 Heinz/Experimental 
Kitchen, the smokestack, and the open steel framework be granted. 


This statement has been prepared by Darrell de Tienne of de Tienne 
Associates, authorized representative of the project applicant. 


—. 


Darrel e Tienne 
cc: Mr. Rich Robbins 
Mr. Gil Kelley 
Mr. Mark Paez 
Landmarks Preservation Commission 
Mr. Neil Mayer 
Mr. Bill Lambert 
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SECOND 
ADDENDUM TO FINAL EIR 
for the 
AQUATIC PARK CENTER PROJECT (DURKEE SITE) 
SCH NO. 86071561 


6/5/87 


This document has been prepared by the City of Berkeley, Planning 
and Community Development Department. It sets forth certain 
additions and revisions to the’ Final EIR for this project, 
prepared by Mundie and Associates, published November, 1986. The 
Final EIR, together with a first addendum, was certified as 
complete by the Board of Adjustments on 12/11/86. The contents 
of this second addendum concern changes to the project which have 
occured since the EIR was first certified. 


Introduction. 


The purpose of this EIR addendum is to record certain changes which have 
occurred in the proposed project since certification of the final EIR in 
December, 1986, and to relate these changes to the findings of that final EIR. 
This addendum has been prepared and presented prior to action on the required 
development permits for the project (action on the use permits and variances 
by the Board of Adjustments). 


The changes in the project involve such things as the addition of more 
live/work units, a childcare center, a minor amount of office space, changes 
in the configuration of some of the buildings, and demolition of the 
smokestack. (Smokestack demolition was evaluated as part of the project in 
the draft EIR, but was noted as being retained in the November, 1986 
supplement.) Many of these changes have been made explicitly for the purpose 
of incorporating recommended mitigation measures into the project (childcare, 
housing, building configurations), while others have been made for the purpose 
of increasing or retaining the project's economic viability. 


This addendum first describes the project revisions, and then evaluates these 
changes in terms of the impacts and recommended mitigation measures already 
set forth in the previously certified final EIR. As the reader will find, 
the revisions in the project will not cause significant new effects which are 
not already examined in the EIR, nor will they cause the already identified 
impacts to be substantially more severe, nor will they call for new types of 
mitigation measures, nor make any mitigation measures or alternatives 
previously thought to be infeasible now feasible. Additionally, only minor 
additions and changes to the previously certified EIR are necessary to make it 
adequate under CEQA. 


Project Description (Revisions) . 


Revisions made to the project since certification of the final EIR are as 
follows: 


- addition of 3,966 square feet to building “F' for a_ childcare 
center, for use by workers at the site and in the vicinity - 
this responds to a mitigation measure recommended in the EIR 


- addition of 12,800 square feet to building “F' (partial third 
story) for office space - no net gain in commercial square 
footage because 12,008 square feet in building ~A' was 
converted from office/retail space to residential (live/work) 
units 


-~ inclusion of 13 additional residential (live/work) units in 
building ~A' (conversion of approximately 12,008 square feet 
of previously proposed commercial space) - responds to a 
recommended housing mitigation measure in the EIR 


- addition of an increment of land to the southwestern corner of 
the site (approximately .25 acres), and use of this for an 
additional 25 parking spaces to accomodate the incremental 
parking demand of the office and childcare additions 
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- demolition of the 8]-foot high freestanding smokestack at the 
location of proposed new building ~E' (previously proposed to 
ber demolished in draft EIR, but noted as being retained in 
final EIR supplement) 


- changes to the height, bulk, and footprints of proposed 
buridings #C', mE., tande Bire—wispecif ical ly: (elimination 
of second «story» on building, ~C' .and reduction of . its 
footprint, addition of partial second story to building’E', 
addition of 3-story atrium to building “F', and shift of the 
building ~F' footprint eastward - no net gain in commercial 
square footage as a result of these changes - changes made 
partially in response to recommended landmarks/design 
mitigation measures, partially proposed to increase/retain 
project's economic viability 


- possible supplemental 6,98@ square foot addition to third 
story of building “F' - in response to City Council request to 
consider this in exchange for contribution of additional 
mitigation funds for historic preservation (4,808 is 
currently proposed to be used as office, 2,008 as an addition 
to the childcare center) 


In summary, the net additions to the proposed project are: 4,86¥8-6,0808 square 
feet of office space, 3,900-5,808 square feet for childcare, and 13 live/work 
units (about 12,886 square feet). 


Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. 


The following text describes those modifications to the previously certified 
text which are necessary to make the evaluation of impacts and mitigation 
measures accurate and adequate, in light of the project revisions described 
above. The previous text for any impact category not discussed below may be 
assumed to be accurate (i.e. there would be no measurable change in impacts as 
a result of the project changes). 


A. Land use planning and the site's landmark status. 
1. Consistency with Land Use Policy. 


The project revisions, particularly the addition of the live/work units and 
the childcare center, enhance the mixed use character of the project. As 
noted in the draft EIR, the mix of uses is encouraged by the Master Plan, and 
seems particulary compatible with the evolving policies of the West Berkeley 
Area Plan. Both uses are conditionally allowed (by use permit) by the ~M' 
District zoning. The additional 4,000 to 6,800 square feet of office space 
would add incrementally, but not substantially, to the already identified land 
use impacts associated with continued office development in West Berkeley. 
(This addition would add about 5% to the office space previously proposed at 
the site, and would add less than 1% to the cumulative planned development in 
the vicinity.) 
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2. Relation to Site Development Standards. 


The revised plan would require two variances not formerly required by the 
project. Both relate to site development standards - one to allow additional 
parking at the street, and the other to allow the proposed atrium portion of 
building “F' to exceed the height limit in the district. These have been 
proposed in response to design recommendations by the Landmarks Preservation 
Commission, and will need to be considered by the Board of Adjustments in the 
context of unique circumstances applying to a designated landmark site. 


3. Historic and Architectural Resources Impacts. 


The revised project proposes demolition of the 8l-foot high brick smokestack. 
This was evaluated as part of the proposed project (Scenario One) in the draft 
EIR, but was noted as being retained in the final EIR supplement. The 
evaluation of impacts contained in the draft and final EIRs remains the same, 
i.e. that demolition or alteration of no one particular feature on the site 
(with the possible exception of the Durkee Building, building “A') can be said 
to be a significant environmental impact in and of itself, but that local 
decision-makers must consider the project design as a whole as it relates to 
the site's historic character and to the purposes of the local Landmarks 
Preservation Ordinance. 


It should be noted that the Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) did act on 
the regested demolitions, alterations and new construction requests for the 
site. On March 26, 1987 the LPC granted all requests except demolition of the 
smokestack, stating that the smokestack was a major contributor to the 
preservation of the site's historic character. Acting on an appeal of the 
decision by the applicant, the City Council reversed this part of the LPC 
decision, and granted permission to demolish the smokestack. In its 
deliberations, the Council agreed that the smokestack was a valuable aesthetic 
and historic contributor to the site's character, but concluded that its 
demolition would not, given the other historic preservation and design efforts 
on the site, constitute a significant environmental impact. As part of its 
action the Council also recommended that the various interested parties 
examine the possibility of adding an additional 6,000 square feet to building 
‘F' (as now proposed), and thereby add certain additional funds to a project 
mitigation package, which could be used for further on-site or off-site 
historic preservation efforts. Designation of such funds was a possible 
mitigation measure described in the previously certified EIR. 


In its ruling on the landmark appeal, Council found that the 6,808 square foot 
addition would not adversely affect the design of the project, from a 
landmarks point of view. 


Employment and Housing. 


The introduction of additional affordable live/work units and a childcare 
center at the site would help to offset impacts predicted in the previously 
certified EIR. The addition of 4,900 -6,80% square feet of office space would 
add incrementally, but not substantially, to the number of new jobs created 
by the project, and to their associated effects on demand for affordable 
housing and childcare. The job distribution and occupational mix would the 
same as that evaluated previously in the EIR. Based on information presented 
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previously, the new office addition could be expected to add 1 unit to the 
predicted demand for affordable housing, and the need for 2 additional 
childcare slots. 


These incremental impacts would be subject to the same mitigations recommended 
in the EIR. 


Transportation. 


AS with the other impact categories, the changes in the project would add 
incrementally, but not substantially, to the previously identified impacts, 
including trip generation and parking demand. Using the same trip generation 
rates used previously in the EIR, the net additions (office, live/work units, 
and childcare center) would result about 29 additional peak hour trips. This 
assumes that as many as half of the childcare center trips would be made 
seperately from workers already coming to and from the site, a conservative 
assumption. Assuming the same distribution pattern used previously in the 
EIR, this trips would add less than 1% to the predicted intersection volumes 
for all critical intersections identified in Table 11 of the final EIR, except 
for the 7th./Anthony intersection, to which about 2.5% would be added. None 
of these additions would result in a change in the predicted levels of 
service (LOS) for the identified intersections, nor would they change the 
conclusions set forth previously. 


Parking demand at the site could be expected to increase by about 31 spaces. 
This would be partially offset by the addition 25 spaces in the newly acquired 


strip of land. Thus a net new demand of 6 spaces would be created beyond that 
previously identified in the EIR. 


Appendix : 


A. Revised project plans and elevations 


FIRST 
ADDENDUM TO FINAL EIR 


on the 
AQUATIC FARK CENTER PROJECT (DURKEE SITE) 
SCH NO. 86871581 


12/11/86 


This document has been prepared by the City of Berkeley, Planning 
and Community Developwent Department. It sets forth certain 
revisions and additions to the Final EIR prepared by Mundie & 
Associates, published November, 1986. These revisions respond to 
public comments received on the November FEIR document, and have 
been incorporated as part of the Final EIR, prior to its 
certification on 12/11/96. 


The additions and revisions to the FEIR contained herein concern 
the project description, clarification of the discussion on 
asbestos resoval at the 81@ Heinz/Experimental Kitchen buildings, 
and additions to the discussion on landmark status. These 
additions and revisions are correlated to specific page numbers 
and lines in the November final EIR text. 
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{. PROJECT DESCRIPTION (DESIGN RATIONALE) 


Add the following text to the bottom of page 4 (following Figure 
1) of the FEIR: 


DESIGN RATIONALE 


In arriving at a design ard development concept for this site, 
the project sponsors’ have stated that the project's purpose is 
to provide an "historical, gulti-use project, including offices, 
light industrial live work and entertainment uses, while 
preserving the site’s original industrial character". They have 
also stated that the design challenge is to meet this purpose 
while working with three sets of constraints: (1) zoning and 
other local development controls; (c) economic constraints; and 
(3) aesthetic considerations. 


Local development constraints include: setbacks, parking 
requiresents, retention of landmark structures and features, 
traffic flow, etc. Economic constraints include: arket for 
industrial and sixed uses, individual and cumulative payback of 
buildings, cost of new construction and of adaptive reuse and 
renovation (including seismic bracing and facade restoration), 
costs of hazardous saterials handling, nor-construction costs 
such as off-site mitigation payments, tenant relocations, etc. 
festhetic constraints involve: building massing and adjacencies, 
building heignt, lengths and finishes relative to ore another, 
retention of a site focal point, landscaping and views, and 
overall site and building character. 


Based on the recognition of these constraints, a design approacn 
was adopted, which incorporated the following fundamental 
elements: 


1. The Durkee/Spice Buildings complex would set the character of 
the site. The cluster of buildings at the east end of the site 
are an attempt to recrate the industrial/manufacturing character 
and density that existed prior to the demolition of the 
Winterizing Building. 


2, The Durkee/Spice Buildings courtyard form, in conjuction with 
the 81@ Heinz location would be retained with a new, more 
efficient, and leaseable two-story building replacing the 
existing 810 Heinz building and Experimental Kitchen. The desire 
to remove the asbestos from this location (and the expense of 
doing so), when combined with the need for a more leaseabie 
structure at this location, dictate the demolition of these 
structures. 


> 


ig?) 


3. The "Courtyard" that has historically existed at the east end 
of the site would be retained, but vehicle access would be 
restricted, making it more useable for pedestrians, and more 
useable as audience space for outdoor theatre productions. 
Preference for “hardscaping” would be given, to retain the 
industrial feel. 


4, Anthony Street would provide additional vehicular traffic 
routed to and from the parking. 


5. A parking garage would be used to winimize the surface 
parking on the site, providing more landscasing and non-parking 
seperations between buildings. The parking structure would be 
accessible via Anthony Street. 


6. New commercial and light industrial space to the south of 
the Durkee Building with a westerly view or Aquatic Park (to 
maximize leaseability potential) would partially offset the cost 
of renovation and of low/subsidized live-wor and theatre space. 


1k The scale of the building south of the Durkee Building is 
decreased so as not to overpower the Durkee uilding, the site’s 
Yocal point. 


8. The Smokestack could be retained as an architectural 


element of the new development, pending receipt of final 
cost/feasibility information. 


2, PUBLIC HEALTH CONSIDERATIONS (ASBESTOS AT 81@ HEINZ/EXP. KIT.) 


Add the following section heading to the Table of Contents, under 
"II. Supplemental Analysis", and below "Archaeology": 


Public Health Considerations 
Add the following text, following page 3 cf the final EIR: 
PUBLIC HEALTH CONSIDERATIONS 


As discussed on pages 119-119 of the draft =IR, asbestos gaterial 
is present on the 818 Heinz/Experigental Kitchen couplex, and its 
removal must be performed by quailified personnel, specially 
trained in asbestos removal, in order to prevent release and 
inhalation of asbestos fibres. Reviewers of the final EIR, 
notably the Landmarks Preservation Commissicn, requested that the 
final EIR include a clarification of whether the asbestos would 
have to be removed, inthe case that ‘hese buildings mere 
retained, or whether it could be retained and treated in place. 


The City’s Environgental Health Protection ifficer has inspected 
the premises, and has determined that the asoestos could be left 
in place, provided that it is properly treazed. Treatment would 


need to be performed by qualified personnel using standards 
adopted by the Health Department and the Codes and Inspect ions 
Division of the City. The City's Chief Building Official has 
determined that retention of the asbestos does not violate the 
Uniform Building Code, provided that one of a nuater of 
acceptable treatment methods is employed, as part of the building 
renovation. 


3. LANDMARK STATUS 


On page 8, revise the first item on the list of expanded on-site 
mitigation measures to read: 


- Building heights/footprints and their effect on the courtyard 
area, Winterizing Building, smokestack, and Coora Building. 


On page 8, revise the twentieth item on the list of expanded on- 
site mitigation measures to read: 


- Use of public art, or architectural and historic points of 
interest 


On page 8, add a twenty-third item to the expanded list of on 
site mitigation measures which reads: 


- The name of the project or complex, which is to be displayed on 
project signage 


On page 8, add the following sentence to the first paragraph | 
under the heading "Expanded On-site Mitigation Measures”: 


As discussed on page 59 of the draft EIR, the LPC or City could 
also require a financial contribution by the applicant to a 
City fund for off-site historic preservation activities. 


dd, as Appendix E, to the final EIR, the memorandum of the LPC 
to the Board of Adjustments, dated 12/5/86, which sets forth the 
LPC’s comments on the final EIR. 


City of Berkeley 


LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
2180 MILVIA STREET 
BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94704 (415) 644-6490 


arS MOR AgN De .M 


December 5, 1986 


TO; Members of the Board of Adjustments 
FROM: Landmarks Preservation Commission 


SUBJECT: FINAL EX FOR DURKEE SITE 


The Landmarks Preservation Commission neld a special meeting on December 1, 
1986 to discuss the final EIR for the proposed Durkee site development 
(Aquatic Park Center), and passed the following motion which sets forth the 
Commission's specific comments on the Final EIR. 


It was MSC (Jones/Marsh) that the Board of Adjustments snall be requested to 
incorporate the following comments of the Landmarks Preservation Commission 
into the record of the public hearing of December 11, 1986 on the proposed 
Final EIR for the Durkee site development project (SCH.#869715@1): 


1. The supplemental landmarks analysis contained in Final EIR explains the 
role of the LPC and its decision-making framework very well. Also, it 
recognizes tne site as a local landmark and has expanded the list of 
possible mitigation measures. These are positive changes from the Draft 
EIR; 


2. Prior to certifying the Final EIR, the LPC requests the following 
corrections and additions to the text of the November 1986 supplement made 
as official changes to the Final EIR by the Board: 


a. That the project description be supplmented by a description of the 
project's design rationale, from information to be supplied by the 
project sponsors, including the rationale for building design, 
building placement and demolitions. 


b. That the final EIR contain a discussion of the environmental 
consequences of retaining the 818 Heinz/Experimental Kitchen 
buildings, specifically with respect to the health aspects of leaving 
the asbestos in place. This would augment discussion in the Draft EIR 
by indicating in the opinion of the City Environmental Health Officer 
or other qualified person, whether the asbestos must be removed if 
these buildings are kept, or whether it can be treated and retained in 
place. 


Final EIR for Durkee Site 
December 5, 1986 


c. That the "menu" of expanded on-site mitigation measures (Page 8) be 
revised as follows: 


i. The first item should read "building heights/footprints and tneir 


effect on the courtyard area winterizing building, smokestack, and 


Copra building." 


ii. The twentieth item should read: “use of public art or 
architectural and nistoric points of interest." 


iii. A twenty-third item should be added, as follows: “the name of the 
oroject OL complex which is to be displayed on project signage." 


d. That the previously recommended mitigation measure, in the Draft EIR, 
regarding the possibility of requiring a financial contribution by the 
project Sponsor to.a. city for historic preservation off-site, be 
brought forward and incorporated in the text of the supplemental 
analysis (Page 8). 


The Motion passed 6-@ (Ayes: Felson, Jones, Manning, Marsh, Scherer, Sparks; 
Noes: - ; Abstain: - ; Absent: Kasin, Youngmeister) - 


Joe Marsh, Chairperson 
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This document includes three elements: 1) a description 
of project revisions proposed by the applicant  subse- 
quent to the circulation of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR); 2) a description and the results 
of supplemental analysis undertaken by the EIR consul- 
tants; and 3) responses to comments on the DEIR. 


This document combined with the previously published 
Draft EIR represents the Final EIR on the proposed 
project (June 1986). 


er em a iieGined 4) wrapper? (/1 
eile. inne wi Sevtiobe =a ¢/ 
nnd ever Pe pL nel re os 
7 ~« PED De. 2 


’ 
— 
_ 7 ; 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 


Page 
Number 
gp IBN IIB 210) 8] OLOM TINO N/E: AM = au gle a ool a Aner A aes iyo he alts ANE an Ae oe Rte en if 
BC TOMI eee cht ete ere a atin oN oars ote nad esde rach te pea ALS Ad te oe! ove wpe NETS i 
PEO FGCROROV ES LOTISI Ey cree ens eine en ON Aina ike eH a) e a a toe noe die gaara -g ae Z 
LiL SUPPLEMENTAL PANAL Si Sm ety cee tae ee heel, ves ota saben deer en 2 
The surkceersite eLancnarki seats Sey. is a ee es hs ee es 5 
TALEO ADSL VSP S her nee oho nau reeriale Mareen eve Ghee Recisntncnane -ciec SNe G aN baalspiaven  mysModsh ihe, 9 
CUE ACE View AP aS Tse ret sc cnt ree ga ears Tet Mee tap ells mae eS ialend sive ane sNernle Guat ZZ 
BECHSO LOS Y Wan nae hr ond ot Fhe ocd RAE are nan at adie Ca entries hie ee aes 30 
Til. (COMMENTS PARDORES Unis cm. qfenei Aree cad Sone oe ve wer gee te ecu lc aun cb Senden sais cab 
SCACe: AGencles Bnd SpeCha LOU USER ECES: ia. consuls ws cis eu cinin sha x ia eia ew ea tee ay we ot 
Dwight R. Hoenig, Chief, North Coast California Section, Toxic 
Substances Division, Department of Health Services, State of 
Cab LE ORE: Mm ONES Ce tects cis oie ae re ee Oe ee ks cole, Caw ee SZ 
Milton Feldstein, Air Pollution Control Officer, Bay Area Air 
Quality Management (District, (Comment. 2) <.g.cc ends tna kav eee ase de os 2 
John B. Ohanian, Chief Deputy Director, Office of Planning and 
Research ~ State “of California...) Comments sai. e 6 eee gv 6 ks keene ns 37 
Wallace J. Rothbart, District CEQA Coordinator, Department of 
Transportation (CalTrans), State of California, Comments 4-21 ..... 40 


Donald R. Chew, Supervisor, Transportation Projects Section, 
Public Utilities Commission, State of California, Comments 22-27 .. 46 


Kenneth Theisen, Hazardous Waste Section, San Francisco Bay 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, State of California, 
COMME TIC 2 Seg ea he ase tees atc ent Nes eas ieee we gaa tata ig EO 
CLOY Of RELA Ley cree ce a vee Gree nt ey epee oS Ws ore ols ait eee nae ge 51 
Gil Kelley, Senior Planner for Environmental Review, relaying 
the comments of the Landmarks Preservation Commission, 


COMMOTICS 9 Lh Oa ere ee an Metta, Pans elicits Mae Raat Scum mele, uals sieel euchen acs 52 


Miguel Iglesias, Acting Transportation Commission Secretary, 
Transportation Commission, Comments 50-51 ......... ee ee eee ences 60 


i 


7 . y= 3 ve va _ 7 = n eye — a Cet Pe 6 BiIIwieseS : 
: ® me ee Ca i _ ron 08 Lap 1S 2 re: Pu 
—4462d:9 6: oO Gre bate & ment iim b6/)in Geese : = Pcs 
é L = oc ><amn-~w?i.m Ee Geng = 
eo etry see ¢) 7 ni Been w 01) as v7 i] 
oat 7 braun, of &,- eigatec.: 6Miaw 
7 ; 
rs or rib he -> Shey lee eecsatien 4 
_ vi : - 
- ; se Bs W aia = eoire® :- 
oo «. 2a ve 
: ==) 7 -- Sarpy ; Pa | Tits. - 
7 
Y : Oo | eatvint Lelsgt (04 @siimes mn. 


0606). iS ~F aber ited s se@) (ea 61S oced § iH 
36 Gus? ae os sete pagel tals @ wreneuals 
J . > 


: ae a 5 Saw 6h! is. 
Via _— ania, foswe onan ae ee cat 


: oa Gaming! fs hiphte tc hfe) 
- : 
ine >a) fits = 
’ ey ° 
—_ : - 
Ss Sy? he 
ve 6 vo 


ativan (way ie 


US) sea, wi 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 


IV. APPENDICES 


a. 


(continued) 
Page 
Number 
Individuals and Organizations 
Helen Rand Parish and James W. Bradley, Comments 52-55 .............. 63 
ROD Ete MRE TAS Kaw COMME GSMO Oa 6 Ommewn evens ee ae tava d ncayn cae ee rione oie en a atoisretoe cancer 65 
Berkeley Architectural Heritage Association Board, Comments 67-83 ... 72 
Matt Tomas, Associate Planner for West Berkeley Area Plan, 

Comments <64-96" |). ay <Gitensee oi Tale ous oe Sah oe eee is ae 5 79 
Becseyestrange siCommenteto7-1L06 tla Daag Sales Sea vw ek ca os ee: 
doe Siar shin Govan tw 0 as mers. eae es ai anaes bce ete aa eee 96 
Dr. Robert Epstein, Executive Vice President, Sybase, Comment 108 ... 98 
MAARS (Merchants, Artisans, Artists and Residents of SW Berkeley) 

Steering. Committees xComments! LO92116 a6. 5.04 Arte esos owe a. as 100 
ivi Tunes Comments BLb7 <1 LOG ts tet seus Acad sas ance ass staked ahads, Ses 104 

‘Personselestityinecat. the Publicshearings tia nics. «ani orien aes rece LOG 

Comments el 2020-69) «yhai 2 eaneaie ties < a eeu eae ea ae eto. Bane alae a 106 
Minutes from Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) meeting 

[xegarding .lPCccomments son DEIR lin sen. . f et Sto eRe ea me ey 2h 
Level of Service Criteria for Stenalized: intersections G.c0us.2 hes cea. Zi 
Memorandum from Benjamin Ananian on Supplemental 

Archeotogy Analy shea). sok. « Pulaccnattiar che Sots aterels + Sern cs eeecences « S08 wince 128 
Memorandum from Wareham Development [regarding employment 

and, nosing ascumpelons and estimates 022, uci yew eee ne nh oe 129 


ies 


7 "alt mt - Aekatnite a Yow wate 
TB ep scp oly dh GM — ote Na rm ae cme aad 
= Cser-80 fil eerus Pee Pied aa 0 3 aonarea ene | 
iT Cie Te — re fr Semeas 

« @ seth sprit Betis 
oir’ oh gtlili ams Grane hatha. a = 7 


* . ® ; Ww ® ot he - oe rar eo = 7 - 
s : a sme — om 7 oon nates vines e009 a ; 
wey aera vee =, tt esas 
arene oat see 
ifs sree ich soda wal arena anit eit ta 

i _ : a - 

aes 0 sens jeed iw weir aan ienivem) GiyA 
oi ane ane Melis DUE petal oem aqenee . 


ae as aa DAE teem ewes arret 


CHAPTER I 


INTRODUCTION 


BACKGROUND 


A Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was published on June 25, 1986 on the 
proposed Aquatic Park Center (Durkee Site) project. The DEIR addressed two develop- 
ment scenarios, one of which ("Scenario Two") is now the proposed project, with some 
revisions, as described in the next section. 


A public hearing before the Board of Adjustments was held on August 13, 1986 to 
receive testimony on the adequacy of the DEIR. At the public hearing, the public 
review period was extended beyond the conventional 45 days to allow the Landmarks 
Preservation Commission (LPC) to discuss the DEIR and forward comments to the Board 
of Adjustments. A second public hearing was held on August 25, 1986 at which time 
several other public speakers addressed the Board prior to Board members making 
comments and asking questions. The review period was declared closed at the end of 
that meeting and the EIR consultants were instructed to begin preparation of the 
Final EIR. 


During the review period, letters of comment were received from seventeen state 
agencies, special districts, city staff members and other organizations and interest- 
ed individuals. These are responded to on a comment by comment basis below. 


In addition, the project sponsor and project architects, reacting to both the mitiga- 
tions recommended in the DEIR and formal and informal comments of which they were 
aware, set forth several modifications to the project. These are essentially 

refinements to Scenario Two and are described in the next section of this chapter. A 
revised site plan is shown as Figure 1. These project revisions generally would 
result in reduced impacts when compared to the DEIR evaluation of Scenario Two and 
therefore are not considered to be major changes in the project, subject to new 
evaluation. _ 


However, comments received on the DEIR suggested four areas in which supplemental 
analysis was needed: landmark and design issues, traffic, cumulative development and 
additional evaluation of potential archeological resources. These supplemental sec- 
tions are presented in Chapter III. 


Questions regarding the myriad issues underlying the site’s landmark designation were 
raised by both organized groups and individuals and this supplemental discussion 
appears first. 


Nearer pee Tape ee : : . 
It is important to note that specification and refinement of the project has oc- 
curred subject to inputs from four separate sources: 1) the CEQA environmental 


review process; 2) the city-initiated Durkee Site Task Force; 3) negotiations between 
the project sponsor and tenants of the Durkee Building regarding renewal of leases 
and rent levels; and 4) city staff office in regard to the applicability of local 
rent control and residential unit preservation ordinances. 
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Second in order is a section which takes another look at transportation impacts after 
two significant changes in the analysis: 1) new, up-to-date, traffic volume counts 
were taken at intersections for which previous city-collected data were thought to be 
outdated; and 2) the list of cumulative development projects was expanded to account 
for additional potential projects in the vicinity (city staff and the EIR consultants 
have become aware of these projects during the interim between the time the DEIR was 
prepared and the preparation of this supplemental analysis). 


Third, the expanded cumulative development list has been used to consider other 
environmental subject areas covered in a chapter on cumulative impacts. 


Fourth, in response to public hearing and written comments, as well as advice from 
the California Archeological Inventory, Sonoma State University, additional soils 
borings and analysis by a state-registered archeologist are presented. 


Following the four supplemental sections comprising Chapter II are the comments and 
responses. Written comment letters followed by responses are presented first, fol- 
lowed by paraphrased comments made at public hearings and the responses thereto. 


Several appendices, concerning the site’s landmark status, archeological resources, 
traffic definitions and onsite employment form Chapter IV. 


The following section describes the modifications to the project which have been 
proposed by the applicant. Figure 1 (p. 4) shows the revised site plan. 


PROJECT REVISIONS 
The specific revisions to the proposed project include: 


The new west office building (letter F on the revised site plan) would 
be moved east so that its eastern side would be approximately 60 feet 
from the western side of both the Garr Building and the parking garage 
(proposed for enlargement; see below). The square footage and footprint 
would remain unchanged. 


The parking lot previously located east of the new west office building 
would be switched to the west side of the building (i.e. between this 
building and the railroad right-of-way). Three driveways would access 
Heinz Avenue. 


The parking garage (letter D on the revised site plan) would be moved 
north by approximately 25 feet to allow for a driveway which would link 
the above-mentioned western parking lots directly to Fifth Street and 
ultimately to Anthony Street for improved circulation, (see Mitigation 
Measure #9, p. 100, DEIR). This relocation would consequently narrow 
the linear open space which traverses the middle of the site in an 
east/west direction. 


The parking garage would be expanded to include-a total Of 12/7 spaces on 
two enclosed levels and the roof (see Mitigation Measure #12 -p. 100; 
DEIR). The garage would be a sloping floor, one-way circulation design 
in which the levels advance in half steps. Access to the garage would 
stem from the new driveway on the southern edge of the site. 
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Other minor changes throughout. the site would also result in rearrange- 
ment of parking space locations including spaces on Heinz Avenue and at 
a small lot in the southeast corner of the site. 


The pedestrian bridge over the railroad right-of-way would no longer be 
proposed for the project. 


The smokestack would be retained and surrounded by a glass atrium in the 
new one-story mixed-use building which extends west from the Spice 
Building. This building would be a tall one-story building to match the 
height of the Spice Building. 


A paved courtyard would be recreated at the east end of the site between 
the Durkee and Spice Buildings, and the new east office building 
(letters A, B, C and E on the revised site plan). The courtyard area 
would be intended as a flexible use space for pedestrians, occasional 
use as seating by the theatre group(s) in the Spice Building, who could 
use the existing Spice Building loading dock as an outdoor stage, and at 
other times for restricted parking and loading. 


At least four live/work spaces would be maintained in the Durkee Build- 
ing. The remainder of the renovated Durkee Building space would be used 
for either live/work spaces or small scale offices, or some combination 
thereof. The project sponsor has stated an intention to arrange the 
space within the building as modules could be converted to small-scale 
commercial office uses should insufficient demand for live/work space 
exist. The time period over which the owner would commit to conscien- 
tiously seek live/work tenants prior to seeking commercial office 
tenants has not yet been specified. The Durkee Building would also 
include a cafe/caberet on the southeast corner of teh ground floor. 


The proposed new mixed use building (letter C on the revised site plan) 
on the east end of the site would remain at 18,624 square feet but. Lt 
would be relocated to the northeast corner of the site and built as a 
two-story structure. It is intended to provide some retail space facing 
Heinz Street with the majority of space in light manufacturing and 
research & development uses. 


Environmental impacts resulting from the project after implementation of these modi- 
fications would in all cases be of lesser total magnitude than before, though they 
may be experienced at different locations onsite or on the surrounding street net- 
work. 3 

Wareham Development also submitted information regarding their estimates of new 
employment on the site (see Appendix D). Because tenant selection is still umncer- 
tain, the EIR consultants believe a more cautious approach to employment impact 
forecasting is appropriate and, therefore, the project sponsor's suggested revisions 
to the employment and housing forecast have not been used to revise the forecast con- 
tained in the DEIR. “(See Response to Comment #164 also.) 
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CHAPTER II 


SUPPLEMENTAL ANALYSIS 


THE DURKEE SITE’S LANDMARK STATUS 


Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 


Comments submitted by the Berkeley Architectural Heritage Association (BAHA) and the 
Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) raise several fundamental questions about the 
application of environmental analysis to issues of historic preservation and urban 
design, arid about the role of a CEQA document in assisting appointed decisionmakers 
as they review a project. 


This supplemental section is included to address several common questions and com- 
ments which were raised with regard to the Draft EIR (DEIR) analysis. The following 
analysis provides a more focused look at Berkeley’s preservation ordinance and empha- 
sizes its role; it lays out a series of urban design elements which could be consi- 
dered by the LPC as they deliberate over the requested demolition permits; and it 
clarifies the difference between the role of the EIR and the role of deliberations of 
the Landmarks Preservation Commission and the Board of Adjustments over permit re- 
quests. 


Readers of this document will notice that each of the comment letters, as well as the 
comments of other “individuals raising questions relating to the site’s landmark 
status, are included in Chapter III, Comments and Responses. In some cases, the 
responses which appear in Chapter III refer to this supplemental discussion of ?-the 
site’s landmark status. 


Background of the Consultants’ DEIR Analysis 


The charge given to the consultants at the DEIR stage by the City was multi-faceted 
with regard to issues of historic resources, urban design and the landmark status of 
the Durkee site. First, the site, its buildings and their interrelationships, and 
the proposed project were to be considered using the objective standards of Bprofes- 
sionals in these disciplines. Second, the findings of the LPC and their rationale 
for designating the site a landmark under the local ordinance were to be presented 
and discussed. Third, mitigation measures were to be suggested which could lessen 
any impacts forecast to result from the project. 


In light of comments on the DEIR, this supplemental analysis looks again at these 
three elements in terms which are appropriate to a Final EIR (FEIR), and at the role 
which revisions to the project have played in this regard. It is important to begin 
this discussion by defining the role of an EIR in this context, and by clarifying the 
level of detail which is appropriate to it in areas as subjective as design and 
landmark considerations. 
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The Role of an EIR 


An EIR must consider a broad range of environmental issues, and provide an informa- 
tion base for local decision-makers, which adequately exposes the potentially signi- 
ficant environmental impacts of a proposal and suggests possible ways in which to 
mitigate them. An EIR need not provide all of the detail, particularly in the 
subjective areas, needed by decision-makers to discharge their duties under local 
ordinances. What this means in the case of analyzing this project's relation to the 
site’s designation as a local landmark is that an EIR can do the following: 


communicate the significance of the impact of a proposed project in a 
general way, using the professional judgment of the EIR consultants; 


set forth the considerations of prime importance to the LPC in 
preserving the site’s historic, cultural and aesthetic character; and 


suggest possible measures to lessen the adverse effects which the 
project might have by presenting a clear framework for the LPC to 
consider demolitions and new structures on the site in the subsequent 
and more detailed permit consideration process. 


What an EIR cannot be is a detailed design analysis (i.e., an exhaustive study of all 
the possible design and use permutations of a project like the one proposed). Nor 
can it state with any certainty what particular configuration of buildings on the 
site would constitute an adverse effect under the terms of the local ordinance. 


Impact analyses in which discrete, measurable impacts are followed by mitigation 
measures on a point-by-point basis are most appropriate in topical areas like air 
quality or noise analysis and least useful on subjects in which personal perceptions 
and subjective preferences play a large part. Consider this contrast: construction 
dust (an adverse impact) can be controlled via a twice-daily watering program (a 
mitigation measure); but does the application of historic building ornamentation 
compensate for a change in land use within a particular building? 


Summary of Conclusions From Draft EIR 


The results of the examination of the historic and cultural merit of onsite struc- 
tures, and of the site as a whole, are presented in the DEIR (pp. 55-57). The 
concerns of the LPC in designating the site are noted there (and subsequently stated 
concerns appear in their DEIR comment letter). It is also concluded that, while the 
site would be noticeably altered, from the standpoint of impacts on recognized his- 
toric resources or the urban fabric of the Durkee site and its context, the revised 
project presents no significant adverse impacts which cannot be addressed through 
continuing refinements to the project. This conclusion of the EIR consultant remains 
unchanged. 


However, the fact that the site as a whole has been designated a landmark by the LPC 
inserts another type of potential impact into the process, one which concerns. the 
consistency of the revised project with local plans and policies. The DEIR mentions 
this situation (see pp. 34-35 and p. 56, DEIR), but in hindsight does not clearly 
summarize its implication. 
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Because a series of criteria must be applied to deliberations over whether to grant 
requested demolition permits (one of which shifts the burden of proving the need for 
demolition to the applicant), the LPC may find that any demolition (of a structure on 
a landmarked site) would represent an impact for which a mitigation or other trade- 
off would be required. Therefore any project involving any alteration of a desig- 
nated site would be unequivocably inconsistent with local plans and policies (and 
therefore a significant adverse impact) unless the LPC were to make findings that the 
negative effects of the alteration would be somehow offset.” 


Project Revisions Leave Two Major Concerns 


It is important to note that revisions to Scenario Two as shown in the DEIR have 
addressed many of the specific concerns of persons in attendance at the EIR scoping 
session and at various meetings and hearings (see Project Revisions Leave Two Major 
Concerns, below). 


In the case of the proposed project, the revisions described above (pp. 2-3), addres- 
sing both design and cultural/lifestyle issues, attempt to mitigate the concerns 
revolving around the smokestack, the use and design features of the courtyard, park- 
ing spaces along Heinz Avenue, retention of the Spice Building and loading dock and 
retention of live/work spaces in the Durkee Building. The details are not yet as 
refined as they would need to be at the Use Permit stage, but the elements of a 
context-sensitive site plan are in place. 


What remains are the major concern over removal of 810 Heinz and the Experimental 
Kitchen (or construction within the footprint of these buildings) and a variety of 
design details. 

The question of 810 Heinz and the Experimental Kitchen is of a different level than 
the issues which are design details of the project, amd should be decided first. 
Though the new east building (letter C on the revised site plan) attempts to relate 
to the Durkee and Spice Buildings, would not block significant views, and would help 
recreate the courtyard, the LPC still must decide based on the city landmarks ordi- 
nance whether the other amenities produced by the project as a whole represent 
appropriate mitigations for the loss of 810 Heinz and the Experimental Kitchen. 


The existence of these structures is an historical fact, and therefore they represent 
a component of the site's historical character. (The historic use of these buildings 
is described on p. 33 of the DEIR and in Appendix E thereto.) However, whether 
keeping these structures is critical to maintaining the overall historic, cultural 
and architectural value of the site in its new and future use, can be judged only by 
local decisionmakers in their deliberations over the permit requests. The terms of 
the local ordinance, and the procedings of the LPC to date, do not permit the EIR to 
say with any certainty whether these structures should or should not be maintained, 
in light of the specific proposed project. 


* Another course of events would be for the applicant to plead infeasibility on all 
designs except the proposed project and seek approval without mitigating the demo1i- 
tion. 
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This said, it does seem clear that the LPC deliberations on these demolitions could 
focus on three elements: the historic use of this portion of the site (light indus- 
trial), the physical contribution which the existing structures make to the sense of 
a courtyard at the east end of the site, and the contribution these structures make 
to the industrial feel of the site. The point of focusing on these three elements is 
that ‘they may be of help in examining both the existing and the proposed new struc- 
tures in this location, and thereby assist the LPC in weighing the relative benefits 
of new development and historic preservation in a specific way. This framework for 
analysis may help the LPC in defining the specific importance of the existing struc- 
tures, and also in considering design revisions and refinements to the proposed new 
structure. Site visits, perspective drawings, and models may be of help to the LPC 
in this process. 


Additionally, the LPC will want to consider these demolition requests in the overall 
context of the proposed project. For example, does the proposed design and use of 
the new structure here (letter C), when taken together with the proposed design and 
use of the site as a whole as well as the project's relation to other city goals and 
policies, warrant the demolition of these structures? The LPC may also need to 
consider information from the project sponsor on the financial feasibility of various 
alternatives. 


Expanded Onsite Mitigation Measures 


The broad areas in which the LPC might wish to require mitigation measures of the 
proposed project include structural preservation, building location, treatment of 
open space, landscaping and elements of facade treatment. 


Presented below is a "menu" of potential mitigations, very specific items which 
should help the LPC focus its deliberations on the landscaping and design details 
which remain of concern. It is an attempt to disaggregate the site elements which 
can be manipulated by the LPC into their component parts. 


building heights/footprints and their effect on the courtyard area 
siting and design of at-grade parking areas 

size and design of parking garage 

width of onsite roadways and character of paving materials 
emphasis on structural bay aspect of buildings 

retention of existing loading docks 

scale of windows; use of mullions 

cornice treatment, height of nearby structures 

height of lighting fixtures: buildings and streets/walkways 
level of light (brightness) 

use of roll-up doors for mixed-use buildings 

parapets on all buildings to screen equipment 

building surface treatments and color of finishes 

use of metal tube railings 

courtyard elements/furniture: seating, tables, planters 

use of hardscaping and type, bollards, metal grates around trees 
style and location of signs ; 

use and location of trees, shrubs and groundcover 

topographical changes onsite, berms, steps 

use of public art or architectural points of reference 

use of fencing or other elements obscuring or framing views 
effect on character of site due to land use type/tenant selection 
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TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 


The supplemental analysis which follows includes revisions to the description of the 
existing setting of two types: 1) new traffic counts were made at two intersections 
resulting in different existing traffic volumes to which the project and cumulative 
traffic is added and compared; and 2) new level of service (LOS) calculations 
including these existing conditions. The substantive information presented 
supercedes that which was presented in the DEIR. 


The supplemental analysis below then procedes to calculate revised levels of service 
for critical intersections, using the traffic volumes resulting from the new counts 
as a base and using a revised cumulative project list to forecast the near-term 
impacts of development which is planned or approved in southwest Berkeley. 


The supplemental Cumulative analysis which follows (p. 22), includes traffic analysis 
of the long-term potential development in southwest Berkeley, on the Berkeley Water- 
front, and in nearby Emeryville. 


Because this supplemental traffic analysis involves the revision of tables and 
figures first appearing in the DEIR, the numbers used here follow that system. 


Existing Setting 


Street System. 


Local Intersections. A revised Level of Service (LOS) analysis was performed in 
the PM peak hour at each of the critical intersections. In this supplemental analy- 
sis, the LOS is based upon a method referred to as the "stopped delay" method and is 
determined by the average time (seconds per vehicle) that it takes for a vehicle to 
move through an intersection. The resultant LOS level is still measured on a scale 
of A to F but is not based on the traffic volume to intersection capacity (v/c) ratio 
used in the DEIR. It should also be noted that the stopped delay LOS method is used 
for analysis of signalized intersections only. 


These revised local intersection and I-80 LOS analyses were performed for the follow- 
ing conditions: Condition I - existing conditions; Condition II - existing condi- 
tions plus project; ‘Condition III - existing conditions plus project plus near-term 
cumulative projects, C-1l through C-1l (for critical intersection analysis); Condi- 
tion IV - existing conditions plus project plus near- and long-term cumulative pro- 
jects, C-1 through C-18 (for 1-80 freeway analysis in response to Caltrans’ comments 
on the DEIR). 


Because all of the critical intersections will need signalization under Condition III 
or before, they were all analyzed with the stopped delay method, i.e., as if already 
signalized. Though not presently signalized, the intersection of Seventh/Dwight soon 
will be, amd a signal is recommended for the intersection of Seventh/Anthony as part 
of the mitigation measures recommended in this report. Thus, the intersection of 
Seventh/Dwight is the only one of three which is not yet specifically planned. 


The stopped delay method incorporates significantly more variables than the method 
initially used for this analysis including pedestrian levels, signal timing, and more 
elaborate lane geometry characteristics. Refer to Appendix B for LOS definitions 
based upon stopped delay methods. (Computer worksheets presenting the underlying 
calculations of this analysis are available for review at the City of Planning and 
Community Development Department. 
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In the analysis of the unsignalized intersections, as if they were already signal- 
ized, some optimal assumptions for such characteristics as signal phasing and timing 
were assumed in the supplemental analysis but no more complex lane geometry was 
assumed than striping. 


The revised LOS analysis is based upon the method recommended for analysis of signal- 
ized intersections in the recently published 1985 Highway Capacity Manual. 


In addition to the revised LOS analysis performed at the critical intersections cited 
above, a LOS analysis was performed of the I1-80/University and I-80/Ashby freeway 
ramps as well as of I-80 freeway segments in Berkeley and Emeryville. These analyses 
are also based upon the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual; the resulting LOS levels are 
based upon volume/capacity ratios. 


The traffic counts used in the original analysis of critical intersections 3, 4, and 
5 were also used for the revised LOS analysis. These counts were made at the time of 
the DEIR analysis. The earlier analysis of intersections 1 and 2 was based upon 1983 
counts. For the revised LOS analysis of these intersections, new counts were made on 
October 22, 1986. 


Revised Figure 22 shows existing traffic: ADT and PM peak hour on the existing 
roadway network based upon the new traffic counts. 


Results from the revised LOS analysis show that all five intersections currently 
operate during the PM peak hour at optimal LOS Levels of A or B (assuming they were 
all presently signalized and had optimal signal phasing) except intersection 2, the 
Ashby/Seventh intersection, which operates at an oversaturated F LOS (Table 10a). 


The revised intersection 2 (Ashby/Seventh) finding for existing conditions (estimated 
LOS of F) is significantly different from the previously estimated LOS B. This 
changed finding is partially due to the increased southbound traffic volumes on 
Seventh Street as shown in the new 1986 traffic counts (the original analysis used 
1983 counts). The new increases on Seventh Street are reflected in both through and 
turning movements. 


Another reason for the different LOS levels is that the newly developed operational 
type stopped-delay methodology more closely simulates the existing conditions than 
the earlier planning type method used for the LOS analysis. The planning method used 
earlier works best for the planning of new intersections where optimal conditions can 
be planned for, whereas the new operational method used here provides a _ better 
simulation of the operation of intersections in which there are already built-in 
constraints, because it is capable of incorporating more of these variables into the 
analysis. 


As shown in Table 10b, the I-80/University and I-80/Ashby on- and off-ramps are 
currently operating at high (uncongested) LOS levels in both the AM and PM peak 
hours. The ramps probably operate well because of congesting at their entry/exit 
points due to congestion on I-80. Once traffic exiting the congested freeway reachs 
an off-ramp, the way is relatively clear for exit. Due to diversion Of crariic. © 
non-freeway routes, the on-ramps have less traffic than if I-80 had more capacity. 
However, only the northbound Powell/ Ashby freeway segment operates at an acceptable 
PM peak hour LOS now. All other freeway segments operate at an unacceptable E or F 
LOS levels in the PM peak hour under current conditions. Conditions are only slight- 
ly better in the AM peak hour on these freeway segments (see Table 10b). 
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FIGURE 22 EXISTING TRAFFIC: ADT AND 
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Table 10a 
Revision of Table 10 


Level of Service at Critical Intersections, P.M. Peak Hour 
Aquatic Park Center@ 


Intersection» See Lome eee ere, OTT Se 
1. San Pablo/ Bo B F 

Ashby (11.4) (21.5) (Oversaturated) 
2. Ashby/ My Fr F 

Seventh (Oversaturated) (Oversaturated) (Oversaturated) 
3. Seventh/ B B F 

Anthony — (6.8) (9.5) (Oversaturated) 
4. Seventh/ B B F 

Heinz (6.5) (9.1) (Oversaturated) 
5. Seventh/ A A B 

Dwight Way ( 4.1) (4.4) (5.1) 


®@ See Attachment A for Level of Service definitions. The 
average stopped delay times (sec/veh) are in parentheses 
immediately below the LOS levels. All intersections are 
analyzed as if signalized. 


Conditions for which traffic impacts are analyzed are: 

I - Existing 1986 

II = Existing 1986 with Proposed Project 

III - Existing 1986 with Proposed Project and Cumulative 
Projects Cl = Cli. 


c Methods of analysis are based on those recommended in the 
1985 Highway Capacity Manual. 


Source: Kenneth M. Bankston Associates, Inc. 
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Table 10b 
Revision of Table 10 


Level of Service at Freeway Interchange Ramps and Segments 


Intersection> Be Eee Se BS EP AB aS fae Dee 
I-80/University 
NB On-ramp A A A A A B 
(225)0, Ce42) (-25) (.44) (.29) (66) 
NB Off-ramp B A B 
(.63) (.38) (.63) 238) CG diar (38) 
SB On-ramp A B A B A 
Pee ele (27) (7.63) Ce27y *(.63) 
SB Off-ramp A A A 
(-52) (.38) (.54) (.39) (.65) (.53) 
I-80/Ashby 
~ NB On-ramp A A A A A A 


(.26) (.-37) (or) (Cosi) (227) (46) 
NB Off-ramp A A B B c (e 

(-56) (.-53) (.-61) (54) ota) (Ga d/9), 
SB On-ramp B B B c c F 
(-68) (.66) (.68) (.721) (.72) (1.04) 
SB Off-ramp A A A A A A 
(223) (29) (223) (329) ((o@eby  (Goelel) 
I-80 Segments 


NB University=- fe E c E Cc F 
Gilman~ - (0.78) (298)  (.78) (.99)  (-79) (2.06) 
NB Ashby - D E D E D F 
University (586) (297), - (-86).%.97). (-86): (2-01) 
NB Powell = € D. (e D Cc D 
Ashby (573), ales), (.94), (281). 6.77) . (85) 
SB University - E E E E E E 
Gilman 8G/93j° 8.95) M293) (95) 70697 jaf. 00). 
SB Ashby - D F D F D F 
University (.88) (1.00)  (.88)(1.00)  (.90) (1.02) 
SB Powell = E F E F E F 
Ashby (.96) (1-01)  (.96)(2.02)  (.98) (1.04) 
@ see Attachment B for Level of Service definitions. The 


volume/capacity ratios are in parentheses below the LOS levels. 
pnalysis is based on 1985 Highway Capacity Manual. 
Conditions for which traffic impacts are analyzed are: 
I = Existing 1986 
II - Existing 1986 with Proposed Project 
Iv - Existing 1986 w/Proposed Project and Cumulative Projects 
C-1 through C-18. 


Source: Kenneth M. Bankston Associates, Inc. 
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Impacts 


Trip Generation. Trip generation rates by land use for each of the land use 
types are shown in Revised Table 7. (Note: it was necessary to revise this table to 
incorporate rates for the additional land uses in the expanded list of projects 
analyzed under Conditions III and IV.) 


Project Related Impacts. As in the earlier analysis, the Aquatic Park Center 
project alone does not change any of the LOS findings (Table 10a). Since Intersec- 
tion 2 currently operates at an unsatisfactory LOS, it was not analyzed under Condi- 
tion tl or lite 


Expanded Cumulative Development Projections. In the original analysis, five 
projects in the general vicinity of the site (designated here as C-1 through C-5B in 
revised Table 9-A) were identified and incorporated into the cumulative analysis. In 
this subsequent evaluation, the cumulative analysis was broadened to include addi- 
tional near-term (C-6 through C-11) and long-term (C-12 through C-18) projects. As 
defined here, ‘near-term’ refers to development within 5 years and ‘long-term’ refers 
to development built after 5 years. 


The near-term projects (C-1 through C-11) were incorporated into the supplemental 
cumulative LOS analysis of the five critical intersections, whereas both near- and 
long-term projects C-1 through C-18 were used for the freeway interchange and link 
analyses. Revised Figures 27a and 27b show the location of the cumulative projects. 


Tables 9a, 9b, and 9c, revisions of Table 9, show the gross square footage (in 
thousands) or number of dwelling units, estimates of AM and PM peak hour trips, and 
ADT that will be generated for each project. 


Tables 9a and 9b combined show that the near-term cumulative projects can be expected 
to add 30,609 ADT to the surrounding roadway system. Approximately 12 percent of 
these trips would be in the PM peak hour. As would be expected, substantially more 
trips are generated when the long-term projects are added (see Table 9c). 


Traffic Impacts from Near-Term Cumulative Development. This analysis presents 
impacts of the expanded near-term cumulative development projects described above. 


Street System. Revised Figures 27a and 27b show the PM peak hour traffic and 
ADT resulting from the révised list of near- and long-term cumulative projects, C-1 
through C-18. Existing traffic volumes plus that generated by the project and the 
near-term cumulative projects, C-1l through C-11, are shown in Revised Figure 28. 
These traffic volumes formed the basis for the cumulative analysis (Condition III) of 
the five critical intersections. 


Critical Intersections. Table 10a, a revision of Table 10, shows that all 
intersections with the exception of Seventh/Dwight Way would operate at an oversatur- 
ated F LOS. This leads to the general conclusion that the overall roadway network 
and particularly the Seventh Street corridor as currently in place, even assuming all 
of the intersections analyzed are signalized, does not have the capacity to handle 
the development expected in the next five years. 


Yet aside from the proposed project, the majority of the near-term projects have been 


approved and therefore the increasing traffic volumes will likely occur with or 
without the proposed project 
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Revised Table 7 


Trip Generation Rates by Land Use 
For Proposed and Cumulative Projects 
(per 1,000 GSF) 


sata See Tl ea Average 
its DE ps at dS Daily 
ene Vee Type a Qut eS 5 ES Out Traffic 
General Office Type A 1.93 0.20 0.26 abs A) 10.90 
(more than 100 KGSF) 
(0.55 x Type A Rate) 1.06 0.11 0.14 0.94 6.00 
General Office Type 8B 2.12 0.38 0.40 2.42 17.70 
(less than 100 KGSF) 
(0.72 x Type B Rate) 1.53 0.27 0.29 1.74 12.75 
Discount/Retail Type A == -- 515 (aL 2.19 50.00 
Retail Type B 
(less than 50 KGSF) 1.59 1.36 Woe 7.26 117.90 
(0.80 x Retail Type B) 1.27 1.09 S73 §.81 94.00 
Retail Type C 
(100 = 200 KGSF) 0.90 0.80 2.80 3.10 66.70 
New Car Sales 
and Service ee? 1.76 2.62 3.46 47.50 
Warehouse 0.53 6.13 0.33 1.30 4.88 
Apartments 0.10 0.40 0.40 0.20 6.10 


Source: Kenneth M. Bankston Associates, Inc. 
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FIGURE 27a 
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FIGURE 27b 
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Table 9a 
Revision of Table 9 


Trip Generation for Near Term Cumulative Projects? 
—___Peak Hour Trips sss Average 


es Va — Pe ie Daily 
uProvect and Use iWexGsr Zp Qut nie Cue Ue retiie 


Section A: 


C-1 Carlton Street 
Business Center 


office 226? 436 45 59 384 2,463 

Warehouse 68 36 9 22 88 330 
C-2 Wareham Office 

Building 

Office 10 22 4 4 24 $77 
C-3 Mighetto & 

Youngnmeister 

Office® 10 22 4 4 24 177 


C-4 Whole Earth Access 


Discount Store 
Retail ; 12 --d = 19 26 600 


C-5A Berkeley Auto 
Mall North 


New Car Sales é 
and Service 80 101 141 210 rAtTT 3,800 


C-5B Berkeley Auto 
Mall South 


New Car Sales 
and Service 80 101 141 210 277 3,800 


Section A 

Subtotals u 486 718 344 528 1,100 11,347 

4 This data was derived by multiplying the rates referred to in 
Table 7 by the project use. 

D KGSF - Thousand Gross Square Feet. Square footage is rounded 

to the nearest thousands. 

Under 100,000 GSF. 

Not open in AM. 
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Table 9b 
Revision of Table 9 


Trip Generation for Near Term Cumulative Projects? 


—— Peak Hour Trips «ss Average 
; = ee aay 
—Project and Use _ KGSF Pea) Out Zo Qut Traffic 
Section B: 


C-6 Berkeley 
Business Center 


Office 
Conversion? 54 83 15 16 94 689 


C-7 Parker Plaza. 
Office 22 47 8 9 53 389 


C-8 Kershaw 


Office ee 17 3 3 19 142 

Retail 4 6 ist 29 29 472 
C-9 Bay Center 

Development 

Office 325 627 65 85 §53 3,543 
C-10 Bay Center 

Apartnents 55 220 220 110 Ue ye} 

550 Dwelling Units 
C-11 Emeryville Shopping Center 

Commercial 160 144 128 448 496 10,672 
Section B 
Subtotals 573 979 444 810 1,354 19,262 


plus 550 dwelling units 


Section A and B 
Subtotals "' 1,059 1,697 788 1,338 2,454 30,609 


@ This data was derived by multiplying the rates referred to 
in Table 7 by the project use. 
KGSF - Thousand Gross Square Feet. Square footage is rounded 
to the nearest thousands. 
© Used 55 percent of General Office Type A rates. (See Table 7.) 
Used 72 percent of General Office Type B rates. (See Table 7.) 
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Table 9c 
Revision of Table 9 


Trip Generation for Long Term Cumulative Projects? 
____ Peak Hour Trips.» -s Average 


POL AE 0c Seem 7 py Daily 
__Project and Use KGSF in Out an Gut Traffic 


Section C:; 


C-12 Langendorf 
Office 70» 148 65 68 411 3,009 
C-13 Ducommun 


office 110 212 22 Zio) 187 1,199 


C-14 Berkeley Business Center 


Office 

Conversion©® 200 212 22 28 188 1,200 
Retail 

Conversion? 50 64 55 287 290 4,700 


C-15 Airco/Temescal 


Office 
Cérniversion® 160 170 18 22 150 960 


C-16 Kawneer Building 


office 
Conversion©® 50 77 14 15 87 638 


C-17 Oscar Kreinz Building 
office 45 95 17 1s: 109 797 


Retail 45 72 61 322 326 5,305 


C-18 Consolidated Freightways 


Oftice 64 136 24 26 155 1,133 
Section C. : 
Subtotals * 794 1,186 298 815 1,903 18,941 


Sections A+ B+cC 
Grand Totals 1,853 2,883 1,086 2,153 4,357 49,550 
plus 550 dwelling units 


3 This data was derived by multiplying the rates referred to 

in Table 7 by project use. 
D KGSF - Thousand Gross Square Feet. Square footage is rounded 
to the nearest thousands. 
Used 55 percent of General Office Type A rates. (See Table 7.) 
Used 80 percent of Retail (less than 50,000 GSF). 
Used 72 percent of General Office Type B rates. (See Table 7.) 
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Source: Kenneth M. Bankston Associates, Inc. 
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One obvious conclusion that could be drawn from these results is that Seventh Street 
should be widened to provide two through lanes in each direction. However, this 
would only provide temporary relief while acting as an attractant for increased auto 
use and detract from use of other transporation modes. Other possible methods 
include diverting all or some of the project traffic from the Seventh Street corridor 
and implementation of the TSM measures shown in the DEIR. At a minimum, the mitiga- 
tion measures in this Final EIR (and assumed in the analysis) need to be accom- 
plished. And these traffic issues need to be considered within an overall planning 
context. However, it is beyond the scope of this study to do the detailed analysis 
of the future transportation network that would be required. 


Individual Project Impacts on Critical Intersections. Revised Table 11 shows 
the amount and percentage of total traffic generated by the proposed Aquatic Park 
Center Project and each of the 18 near- and long-term cumulative projects. 


The quantitative impacts of the long-term cumulative development are discussed in the 
next section, Cumulative Analysis. The possible solutions to the forecast traffic 
volumes shown there are planning related actions whereas the mitigation measures 
recommended for the near-term conditions are specific projects requiring funding. 


Mitigation Measures 


No additional project-sponsored mitigation measures are recommended. However, the 
revised analysis points out the compelling need for the mitigation measures shown in 
the DEIR. 


CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS ~~ 


Approach 


The requirement of the California Environmental Quality that cumulative impacts be 
discussed in an environmental impact report was addressed in the DEIR through the use 
of a cumulative project list: an inventory of projects anticipated to be developed 
in the project area in future years. 


This list was presented in two parts: projects that can reasonably be expected to 
come on line in the short term (approximately five years) and projects farther in the 
future. These two sets of projects were identified in the DEIR in Tables 2 and 3 
(pp. 48 and 51), respectively. 


Since the time that the initial research undertaken for the DEIR was completed, other 
projects have been formulated or have been called to the attention of the consultants 
which were not included in the project lists in the DEIR. In addition, the publica- 
tion of the DEIR on the Berkeley Waterfront Plan drew attention to the fact that the 
cumulative project lists in the two DEIRs were inconsistent in certain respects. 
Some of this inconsistency was intentional, since the Aquatic Park Project is a 
single-phase short-term project, to be analyzed more appropriately in a short-term 
development context, while the Berkeley Waterfront Plan is a multi-phase project more 
appropriately seen in the long-term development context. 
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Revised Table 11 


Vehicles Entering Critical Intersections? 
PM Peak Hour 


. critical I EAS 
Bo.) Projects a ae pee Uae TEE LN ge ee. Ce me ae 


C-1 Carlton Street 95 181 162 162 195 

Business Center (7%) (10%) (14%) (193%) (22%) 

C-2 Wareham Office (0) 9 9 als skal 

Building (==) (=-) (1%) (2%) (1%) 

C-3 Mighetto & 0 9 9 ale iat 

Youngmeister (=-) (--) (1%) (2%) (1%) 

C-4 Whole Earth 6 16 36 19 19 

Access (--) (1%) (3%) (2%) (2%) 

C-5A Berkeley Auto 102 174 361 209 209 

Mall North (7%) (9%) (30%) (253%) (23%) 

C-5B Berkeley Auto ee Ze" 311 fe) te) 0 

Mall South (16%) (16%) (--) (--) (--) 

C-6 Berkeley Business 60 35 20 20 20 

Center (4%) (2%) (2%) (2%) (2%) 

C-7 Parker Plaza 15 20 20 20 40 

(1%) (1%) (2%) (2%) (4%) 

C-8 Kershaw 35 35 0 0 peak 

(2%) (2%) 7) (==) (1%) 

C-9 Bay Center 244 302 66 66 66 

Development (17%) (16%) (6%) (8%) (7%) 

C-10 Bay Center , 122 150 32 32 32 

Apartments (9%) (8%) (3%) (4%) (4%) 

C-11 Emeryville 411 490 99 99 39 

Shopping Center (29%) (27%) (8%) (12%) (11%) 
Proposed Project: 

Aquatic Park Center 91 157 362 187 187 

: (6%) (8%) (30%) (22%) (22%) 

Total Vehicles 1,402 1,889 1,176 840 900 

ee (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) 


@ This table shows the estimated number of vehicles generated by 
each of the cumulative projects and proposed project entering 
each intersection in the PM peak hour. Intersections are 
designated: ake San  Pablo/Ashby; Zs Seventh/Ashby; Ste 
Seventh/Anthony; 4. Seventh/Heinz; 5. Seventh/Dwight Way. Revised 
Figure 27a maps their locations. The percent of total traffic 
growth generated by each project at each intersection is 
indicated in parentheses. 


Source. Kenneth M. Bankston Associates, Inc. 
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In order to respond to comments on the DEIRs on both projects, the approach taken has 
been to review the project inventory, distinguishing between short-term and long-term 
development horizons, while striving for completeness in representing projects iden- 
tified up to the present. Thus, project concepts or proposals which have arisen 
since April have been added to the cumulative project list and projects inadvertently 
omitted due to lack of information have been incorporated. 


With regard to the longer-term, sites have been identified as potential projects for 
which, however, no specific development plans have been formulated. In these cases, 
a worst-case assumption combining a maximum of built space and maximal office use of 
that space was made. In many (if not most) cases where office is shown as_ the 
exclusive use in the long-term section of the table, mixed use--with retail and 
restaurant and service uses accompanying office use--is probably the more likely 
scenario, but the office focus helps assure that cumulative impacts will not be 
understated. 


The result of this comprehensive review of potential projects is presented in the 
table on the next page. 


Analysis of Cumulative Impacts 


The importance of considering cumulative impacts lies in the fact that an individual 
project's effects are to be put into an evaluative perspective that reflects other 
environmental changes that can reasonably be anticipated to occur over the forecast- 
able future of a project. 


Thus, the transportation analysis of a project is normally considered in the context 
not only of existing conditions, but also of future conditions with the accumulated 
traffic generation of other new or expanded projects taken into account. Tne traffic 
analysis conducted for the DEIR took into account the projects identified in that 
document in Tables 2 and 3. The revised traffic analysis presented above takes into 
account the full set of building programs identified in the table on the next page. 


Land Use. The DEIR states that the proposed project would represent the continuation 
of a trend of land use changes in the larger study area. In general terns, the land 
use pattern implicit in the cumulative project list will represent a higher intensity 
of activity than at present, with traditional manufacturing jobs gradually giving way 
to a variety of office- and retail/service-based business users. This trend is not 
in and of itself an adverse impact, as the DEIR points out. (Indirect impacts in the 

areas of employment and housing are described below.) The expansion of the cumula- 
tive project list simply extends the picture already described in the DEIR. 


Employment _and Housing. The project list is indicative of the fact, pointed out in 
the DEIR (p. 136), that a large amount of commercial space has already been permitted 
in this area. Aquatic Park Center is part of a land use trend emphasizing employment 


expansion and intensification, but is not the cause of such a trend. The existence 
of the trend means that West Berkeley may be less likely that it would be otherwise 
to experience housing expansion to any significant degree. The DEIR points out 


(p. 64) the difficulty of attempting to address employment and housing goals of the 
communities simultaneously on any one site or in any one area. The provision for the 
continuation of some live-work space at the site is a gesture in the direction of 
preserving some housing opportunities in what has historically been an employment 
area. However, taken altogether, the cumulative impacts of the projects listed tend 
away from housing provision. 
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DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS INCLUDED IN THE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS 


Building 
Project Location Program Use(s) 
FIVE YEAR HORIZON: SOUTHWEST BERKELEY* 
1. Carieton Street Business Center Carleton/7th, SW 293,610 <6” Office/R&D (225,895 sf), Warehouse 
(Sizis GS) EPS) 
2. Wareham Office Building (AAA) Anthony/7th, NE 10,000 sf Professional Office 
3. Mighetto & Youngmeister Grayson/7th, SW 10,000 sf Professional Office 
4. Whole Earth Access (expansion) Potter/7th, SW 2 OC Om si Retail 
5. Berkeley Auto Mall Ashby West of 7th 160,000 sf Auto Showroom, Service and Offices 
6. Berkeley Business Center® San Pablo/Heinz, W 54,000 sf Office 
(initial conversion) (old Heinz Plant) 
7. Parker Plaza (conversion) Parker/9th, NW 22,000 sf? Office 
8. Kershaw Building San Pablo/Channing 12,000 sf Office/Retail 
FIVE-YEAR HORIZON: EMERYVILLE 
9. Bay Center Office Development I-80, 65th Street, 325,000 sf Office 
SPRR, 64th Street 
10. Bay Center Apartment Development Same, East of 550 apts. Residential 
Christie Ave. Extended 
11. Boxcraft/P.I.E. Site (conversion) I-80/Powell 160,000 sf Retail 
LONG-TERM (CA. 2010) HORIZON:© SOUTHWEST BERKELEY AND EMERYVILLE 
1. Berkeley Waterfront Plan Bayfront 565,000 sf Hotel (465,000 sf), Retail and 
Restaurant (68,000 sf), Conference 
Center (32,000 sf) 
2. Langendorf Site (conversion) Anthony/7th, SE 70,000 sf Office 
3. Ducommun Site Parker/7th, SE 110,000 sf Office 
4. Berkeley Business Center ; San Pablo/Heinz, SW 250,000 sft Office (80%), Retail (20%) 
(balance of conversion) 
AD 
5. Airco/Temescal (conversion) 7th 160,000 sf Office 
6. Kawneer ("Sawtooth") Building Parker/8th, SW 50,000 sf Office 
(conversion) 
= 
7. Oscar Krenz (conversion) Potter/5th, S 90,000 sf Office (50%), Retail €502) 
8. Consolidated Freightways Site 2515 Parker 64,000 sf Office 
9. Emeryville Bayfront Plan Bayfront Either: 3.1 million sf Office/Retail and 
1,500 Housing Units 
Or: 1.3 million sf Office/Retail and 


4,300 Housing Units 


sf = square feet 


All of the first 11 projects (with the exception of Berkeley Business Center) have already been approved. 

First phase of a project with a theoretical capacity of twice this size. 

See balance of project at Item 4 below. 

Represents the amount of space remaining to be occupied as of mid-October 1986. 

No specific applications have been received on these sites, with the exception of the above-mentioned Emeryville 
projects. In cases of incomplete information, a worst case assumption was made emphasizing office use; most of the 
projects, however, are more likely to be mixed-use than exclusively office. 


Source: Mundie & Associates 
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Cumulative Traffic Impacts. 


Local _ Intersections. Revised Table 20 compares the traffic impacts from the 
Berkeley Waterfront and Emeryville Bayfront Plans with those generated by the pro- 
posed Aquatic Park Center and the near- and long-term cumulative proejcts. 


Revised Table 20 shows that the cumulative near-term projects, C-1l through C-11, will 
impact all of the critical intersections analyzed most substantially. All of the 
intersections in the Seventh Street corridor with the exception of Dwight/Seventh 
(i.e. Ashby, Anthony and Heinz) as well and the intersection of San Pablo/Ashby , 


would operate under conditions of severe congestion and total breakdown of traffic 
flow during the peak periods. 


The long-term potential development (C-12 through C-18) would impact the critical 
intersections somewhat less seriously, though the percentage of growth accounted for 


by these projects approaches 40 percent in two instances (see Revised Table 20, 
intersections 3 and 4). 


The Berkeley Waterfront Plan will have only modest impacts on any of the inter- 
sections with Emeryville producing a more sizeable impact, especially on the Ashby/ 


Seventh Street intersection (2), which is already operating at an oversaturated F LOS 
level in the PM peak hour. 


Revised Table 20 


‘Vehicles Entering Critical Intersectionsa 
PM Peak Hour 
Aquatic Park Center, Cumulative Projects C-1 through c-18 
and Waterfront Plans 


(percent of traffic growth) 


——__ Critical Intersection Number 
ee ES SS ee — BPE? od ee eee oe 6 SON ee 


Aquatic Park Center 91 157 362 187 187 
(3%) (3%) (10%) (7%) (9%) 

Cumulative Projects? 2,124 2,078) 2,608. .1;272 <1,074 
C-1 through C-=11 (65%) (46%) (44%) (47%) (51%) 
Cumulative Projects® 663 1,140 1,392 993 578 
C-12 through c-18 (20%) (25%) (39%) (37%) (28%) 
Berkeley Waterfront? 100 100 50 50 50 
(3%) (2%) (1%) (2%) (2%) 

Emeryville Bayfront 300 1,040 200 200 200 
(9%) (24%) (6%) (7%) (10%) 

TOTALS 3,278 4,515 3,609 2,702 2,089 
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) 


® Revised Tables 9a, 9b, and 9c provide detailed trip generation 
estimates for eighteen projects. 


b Based on Berkeley Waterfront Environmental Impact Report. 
© Emeryville Waterfront Plan EIR, November, 1985. 


Source: Kenneth M. Bankston and Associates, Inc. 
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Freeway Interchanges and Segments. Traffic volumes under Conditions I, II, and 
IV on Interstate 80 segments and the relevant on- and off-ramps are shown in the 
following figure. 


Table 10b shows the LOS results of the near- and long-term cumulative projects. As 
the table shows, all of the on- and off-ramps will operate at acceptable LOS levels 
with the cumulative projects C-1 through C-18 with the exception of the Southbound 
on-ramp at I-80 and Ashby which will operate at an unacceptable LOS F in the PM Peak 
Hour. Many of the I-80 segments will continue to operate at unacceptable LOS levels. 
However, this analysis assumes the same lane geometry currently in place. Caltrans 
does plan to widen 1-80; however, the portion of I-80 in Berkeley is not currently in 


their program. Even a planned widening will only provide a short-term improvement, 
as Caltrans acknowledges. 


aA Pa aw i 
7410 7890 6230 7850 
7436 7610 6235 7880 
7701 «7977 6334 6406 
DA OPH 
630 6610 MA PA 


400 670 
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7780 
7780 
8025 


3990 460 \ ASHBY AVENUE 
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z 000 EXISTING 1986 
qr 000 «EXISTING + PROJECT 
Iv 000 EXISTING + PROJECT + CUMULATIVE PROJECTS C-1 THRU C-10 


INTERSTATE 80 TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
A.M. and P.M. PEAK HOUR 


27 


“aS fs de : wi 
ee da. 
i. he = et 


_ Lie rds : i / r a 
_ ; » _——-« — 
Ly relat - wie ee P apgon aes 


Air Quality and Noise. Both of these environmental conditions relate directly to 
traffic generation, and the DEIR analysis took into account the cumulative impacts of 
the short-term development projects identified in Table 2 (p. 48) of the DEIR. Sev- 
eral identified or potential projects have been added to the short-term list, result- 
ing in a potential increase of about one-third in the amount of office space to be 
added in southwest Berkeley above that considered in the DEIR, with an equivalent 
total envisioned to be added in Emeryville in the same period. 

Cumulative air quality impacts were addressed in the DEIR analysis for the region 
(Table 14, p. 104) and for five critical intersections in the site area (Table 15, p. 
105) These figures, the result of a modeling analysis, cannot simply be inflated 
proportionately to the increase in the cumulative project square footage in order to 
determine the effect of that increase on the forecast results. 


However, it is important to consider whether the larger number of cumulative projects 
would be likely to cause exceedances of carbon monoxide standards. In the judgment 
of the air quality analyst, no exceedances of either the state one-hour standard (20 
parts per million) or the federal eight-hour standard (9 parts per million) are 


likely. The site context has good air quality characteristics because of its loca- 
tion near the Bay: good air dilution because of wind results in a low level of 
pollution buildup. While there is no carbon monoxide monitoring in Berkeley, the 


monitoring station in Oakland (a city with a higher vehicle density) has reported few 
exceedances of carbon monoxide standards, and those are limited to a single year 
(1984). Thus, while a large total magnitude of development would result in increased 
emissions, air quality would be expected to remain within established standards. 


As was indicated in the DEIR (p. 106), the noise environment of southwest Berkeley is 
characterized by a predominance of vehicle noise. The noise analysis conducted for 
the DEIR indicated that project traffic together with cumulative traffic would 
increase noise levels by less than one decibel (a level not noticeable) except on 
Anthony Street, where a nine decibel increase (doubling of loudness) would occur. 
Both of these impacts would rise given an expansion of the cumulative project list. 
However, Anthony Street impacts reflect primarily the project and would probably not 
rise much further even with the addition of other projects (whose traffic patterns 
would not rely on Anthony Street), while impacts on other streets would be dispersed. 
The key point of the noise analysis is that the pattern of land uses is consistent 
with the noise environment forecast, so that the uses proposed, including the addi- 
tional cumulative projects, would continue to be "normally acceptable" for the con- 
text. r 


Public Services. The additions to the cumulative project list would cause further 
incremental increases in the demand for fire, police, water, sewer and storm drainage 
services beyond those discussed in the DEIR. Each such project would be reviewed by 


relevant service agencies for a determination of service adequacy and application of 
appropriate mitigation measures. 


Fiscal Impacts. The additional projects would further improve the revenue generation 
potential of this part of Berkeley. The fact that West Berkeley is a developed area 
means that services are already being provided. Fiscal effects of cumulative devel- 
opment would be positive assuming the continuation of existing requirements for 
developer funding of certain kinds of service improvements. New development in 
conformity to current codes and with design features reflecting public safety needs 
is umlikely to pose unusual new problems for fire and police services. Thus, rev- 
enues can reasonably be expected substantially to outstrip costs, not only for 
Aquatic Park Center (DEIR, p. 130), but for other projects in the area. 
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Mitigation Measures 


The foregoing discussion indicates that the environmental condition which would 
experience the most significant deterioration due to the additional projects incor- 
porated in the revised cumulative impact analysis would be transportation. 


The transportation network is known to be operating at poor service levels presently, 
and whether or not the project is developed, these conditions can be expected to 
worsen. There is a need for Berkeley to address transportation problems of this part 
of the city in a concerted and coordinated manner, ideally in cooperation with the 
City of Emeryville, looking toward identification and implementation of measures that 
will benefit both cities as well as existing and new land uses in the area. 


The eighteen mitigation measures listed in the DEIR (pp. 98-101), with the exception 
of those which have been incorporated into the project by the applicant, continue to 
be recommended. Furthermore, a more comprehensive planning effort in West Berkeley, 
which would include a transportation and circulation study of the area, is clearly 
warranted. During the course of that study, the city may decide it appropriate to 
impose a moritorium on development until specific roadway improvements (and funding 
mechanisms) and other mitigations have been designed. 


As part of the West Berkeley Plan process, the city’s goals in regard to employment 
of local residents and housing production on appropriate sites should also recieve 
focused attention. Not only are these issues important in their own right, but they 
interelate with the issue of traffic. The type of development encouraged by the city 
for this area could have a significant impact on the volume of traffic experienced. 
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ARCHEOLOGY 


Extensive soil sampling by Peter Kaldveer and Associates was done as part of the 
foundation feasibility analysis (Kaldveer, 1985). The results of these soil borings 
were evaluated by staff at the California Archeological Inventory (CAI), Sonoma State 
University, who concluded that the soils samples were devoid of cultural resources. 


However, staff at CAI recommended that in order to be confident that no significant 
cultural resources would be disturbed even more by excavation and construction at the 
site, an archeologist be engaged to sample the soils located in the northwest corner 
of the site (an area not covered by the Kaldveer sampling). 


Mundie & Associates contracted with Benjamin Ananian, Consulting Archaeologist, to 
investigate the presence of surface level cultural resources as well as to undertake 
borings in the northwest corner of the site (see map for location of borings) and 
analysis of the unearthed materials. 


Mr. Ananian's findings were entirely consistent with those of the Kaldveer sampling: 
approximately one foot of yellow gravelly sand fill capping a silty clay devoid of 
cultural material (see Appendix C). 


For this reason, no mitigation measures are recommended. 
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© Location of Kaldveer Borings 
‘Wy location of Kaldveer Bulk Samples 


(1) Location of Ananian Borings 
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CHAPTER III 


COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


STATE AGENCIES AND SPECIAL DISTRICTS 


Syl 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA—HEALTH AND WELFARE AGENCY GEORGE DEUKMBJIAN, Governo 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 


2151 BERKELEY WAY 
BERKELEY, CA 94704 


AUG 20 1985 


ZONING DIVISION 


August 18, 1986 


Gil Kelley, Senior Planner 
City of Berkeley 

zoning Division 

2180 Milvia Street 
Berkeley, California 94704 


Dear Mr. Kelley: 


As per your request, the following are my staffs' comments on the 
Draft E.I.R. for Aquatic Park Center (Durkee Site), Berkeley. 


Comments 
The E.I.R. is well written and comprehensive. It voices all 
Department of Health Services (DHS) concerns and accurately 


characterizes the site at the time it was drafted. However, there 
are several additional cleanup activities that have occurred since. 


They are: 

fe) DHS has met with Wareham Development on June 3, 1986 to discuss 
the preparation of a Remedial Action Plan/Closure Plan for the 
site. This Plan will address all the "Public Health 


Considerations" stated on page 9 and 10 of the E.I.R. The Plan 
is expected to be received by August 22, 1986. 


fe) In an effort ,to clean up the site, several aboveground 
hazardous material storage tanks, the wash rack, and associated 
piping have been removed. 


° Additional soil.sampling for hazardous wastes has_ been 
completed and are awaiting laboratory analysis. 


fo) DHS has also met with Gary Scheffler of East Bay Wash Rack on 
June 4, 1986. Mr. Scheffler agreed to remove and dispose of 
properly all hazardous materials on-site and conduct sampling 
for possible residuals. 


In our discussions with Wareham Development, we have requested a 
Remedial Action Plan/Closure Plan which will address all DHS 
concerns and provide a cleanup plan ultimately designed to close the 
Site. At this time we expect this plan to be submitted by August 
29, 1986 and to contain a summary of cleanup activities performed 
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Gil Kelley -2- August 15, 1986 


since June 1986. Once all concerns have been addressed, DHS intends 
to start the closure process. If you have further questions 
concerning this site, please contact Stephen A. Cimperman of ny 
staff at (415) 540-2043. 


Sincerely, 


Dwight R. Hoenig, Chief 
North Coast California Section 
Toxic Substances Control Division 
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Response to Comment 1 


This letter describes the ongoing process by which the Department of Health Services, 


State of California, approves the closure of a land use like this one and is hereby 
noted. 
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BAY AREA AIR QUALITY 
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 


Bere. ae August 13, 1986 


pee City of Berkeley 
rexcakeccuacoy. banning and Community 
Bai ©. Cease Development Department 
Sune Witigey Mone as 2180 Milvia Street AUG 1 4 1985 
Vine meu Berkeley, CA 94704 
a Snes t ZONING DIVISION 


Attention: Gil Kelley 
Senior Planner 


whee Dear Mr. Kelley: 


BCS eee ie . 
pe We have reviewed the Draft EIR for the Aquatic Park 
ee ie Center Project (Durkee Site). The proposed mixed-use project 
K Jecauenra Soee would include development of office, retail, and possibly 
Sn eeu light industrial and R&D uses on about six acres of land. 
Poe Oincen The project site is located on Heinz Avenue between Seventh 
ie Street and the Southern Pacific Railroad tracks. 
Susanne wWWusen 
SOL SNO COUNTY The DEIR indicates that contaminated soils on the 
Cspy Dav's project Site may require cleanup. Depending on the method of 
SONOM& COUNTY cleanup, contaminants may become airborne, and the cleanup 
Heler B Ruase Operation may require a permit from the District. In 


addition, light industrial and R&D uses locating at the 
project site may require District permits. 


We recommend that the project sponsor and industrial 
developers contact our Permit Services Division at (415) 771- 
6000, extension 215 for information on permit regulations. 

We also recommend that the Final EIR note the potential need 
for District permits for the construction and operation 
phases of "the proposed project. 


If you have any questions, please contact Jean 
Roggenkamp, the Planner in our office. 


Sincerely, 


Ut. Zas-—~ 


Milton Feldstein 
Air Pollution Control Officer 


MF: ey 


2 
939 ELLIS STREET © SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94109 ® (415) 771-6000 
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Response to Comment 2 
Comments noted. The project sponsor would be responsible for securing all necessary 


permits from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (and any other agencies 
with permitting authority over the proposed project). 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 


OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 


GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor 


Foote Poy 


1400 TENTH STREET P= ER 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 ne 
Ai 
August 15, 1986 . IG ; 
: ; On, "94. 
Gil Kelley Gas 
City of Berkeley Siog, 


2180 Milvia Street 
Berkeley, CA 94704 


Subject: Aquatic Park Center (Drukee Site) 
SCH# 86071501 


Deartir. Kelley: 


The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) to selected state agencies for review. The review period is 
closed and the comments of the individual agency (ies) is(are) enclosed. 
Also, on the enclosed Notice of Completion, the Clearinghouse has checked 
which agencies have commented. Please review the Notice of Completion to 
ensure that your comment package is complete. If the package is not in 
order, please notify the State Clearinghouse immediately. Your eight-digit 
State Clearinghouse number should be used so that we my reply promptly. 


Please note that recent legislation requires that a responsible agency Or 
other public agency shall only make substantive comments on 4 project which 
are within the area of the agency's expertise oT which relate to activities 
which that agency must carry out or approve. (AB 2583, Ch. 1514, Stats. 
1984.) : = 


These comments are forwarded for your use in preparing your final SIR. If 
you need more information or clarification, we suggest you contact the 
ccamenting ageacy at your earliest convenience. 


Please contact Norma Wood at 915/445-0615 if you have any questions 
regarding the envirenmental review process. 


Sincerely, < 


é i Vise Lt 


ore ESATA — EEA 
vb 
J 


John B. Ohanian at 
Chief Deputy Director 
Office of Planning and Research 
ec: Resources Agency 
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Response to Comment 3 


No response necessary. The State Clearinghouse routinely sends a cover letter along 
with the comments it has received from State agencies. The comments of three such 


agencies follow. 
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af California Business, Transportation and Housing Agency 


>morandum 


Norma Wood Date : August 6, 1986 

State Clearinghouse 

1400 Tenthestreet, “Room 121 File No: ALA O80-PM 4.58 

SaCramenroe, CA “Joeh4 SCH #86071501 
ALO80019 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION — 4 
*- Draft EIR - Aquatic Park Center Project (Durkee Site) 


Caitrans has reviewed the above-referenced document and forwards 
the following comments: 


A. Trip. Generation 


to hapless: Should include rates for Industrial, R & D 


land uses (Table 8, Scenario Two, C & E, includes these 4 
land uses); 


2. Table 8, Scenario Two, B: AM-IN trips should be revised 
to 29 .44n Lieugok 16))7 


32. Table 9. 


a. C=-1-.O£ffice.AM-IN trips should be revised to 436 

(in Liev of, 384); 
b. C-1 Warehouse AM-IN trips should be revised to 36 

(in lieu of 88); 
c, Note a. should be revised to refer to Tabyend. (ina 

Lieu ofatablend) J 8 ige2 
ae OQue- 
A comparison was made between the cumulative projects included in 
the analysis by the subject traffic study (project plus Table 9) 
and that by the Berkeley Waterfront Plan (Table 3 & Figure 16) for 
rhe area encompassed by Route I-80, Ashby Ave. (Route 13), 
San Pablo Ave. (Route 123) and Dwight Way. (See following Table). 7 
Both documents are dated June 1986 and were prepared for the same 
lead agency, ane Clty uot Berkeley Planning and Community Development 
Department. The land use data on which the traffic projections of 
these two reports are based should be mutually consistent. ; 


B. Cumulative Projects 


Gross Square Feet, in Thousands 


Project BWF APC 
Auto Mall, 7th&Potter (Berkeley Auto Mall North) 75 80 
Mighetto & Youngmelster, 8th&Grayson 10 10 
Whole Earth Access, 7/7th&Potter LZ 2 
Acquatic Park Center ExXp., 7Tthns&Heinz 150 ee eer ee ace 
IthseCarleton St. Business Center 587 293.6 * 


Langendorffs Bakery, 7th&Potter 40 121470) = 
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August 6, 1986 


Ducommun Plant, 7th&Parker 110 = 
Wareham Office Building = 10 
Berkeley Auto Mall South = 80 


* Difference (from BWF) explained on page 87 


Co Trapp ust tour von 


The text on page 87, and Figure 257. interming le the distribution 
and assignment concepts; these are two separate phases in -CELpP 
projections modeling. 


The bE lo arSte LeuUt2 On. from producing to aprractinGg trastic zones — 
needs to be stated (in volumes or percentages) and corroborated as 

+o source and/or model used. It should be representative of regional 
socio-economic patterns not of some past year, but. of the year of 
projection = per Text 20s page 87, apparently five years hence. For 
instance, per Figure 25: 


i. WSePOtREHe tres attracted to the developments (presumably both 
project and cumulative) would be coming from the "South Bay". 
How was this comprehensive percentage derived? Does it ‘reflecr 
projeeheds 1991 ior 1992 housing and employment patterns in: the 
regquona--- end especially Southern Alameda County 2? Is 1¢t 
appropriate for both a) Home-Base-Work trips (which are of greater 
average length and are major components of the AM peak trips) and 
b) Home-Base-Shopping trips (which are of more local character 
and a major contributor to the PM peak trips from commercial 
atrractnorsi) ¢ 


SA total Of ier oe Ge traffic was attributed to productions in 
"Central Contra Costa County"; 5% were assigned to I-80 (and it 
1s not clear whether north via Route 4 or south via Route 24), 
and 6% to Ashby Ave. (Route 13). Do the two percentages represent 2 
trips produced in the northern and southern portions OE ECECGCC, 
respectively?’ If so, the distribution coverage should treat them 
as from separate zones. Or were they lumped together, and 
assigned to different paths by estimate? 


De Trip Assignment (See. also: rhem CC, above) 


1. Was a computer model used to assign the distributed trips to the 
different available paths, choosing the fastest and/or most 
convenient routes? Or was this accomplished based on occasional 
observations and judgement? 


10 


>. At least two of the assignment. percentages shown on Figure 25 
fandstheirecorchlary percentages) appear not to be realistic: 


ahead 405 (10/2 iotethes “South Baye trips are projected to access 
the site area via Seventh Street south of Ashby (via Folger 
Aves 2)% 
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b. Alweoet Fhe “North Bays trips would access via Sixth Street 
(and University Ave.). 


These assignments need to be re-evaluated and revised and/or 
corroborated. It would seem that Virtually all of the “South 
Bay" traffic would use Ashby Ave. to access I-80 or San Pablo 
Ave., and that a substantial percentage Of the “Novth Bay” 
traffic would use the Ashby/1-80 interchange. 


Pl’ Trarftre Imoacts om the state Highway System 
These impacts should be shown: 
1. In terms of both AM and PM peak hour volumes (and ADT); | 12 


2. By means of diagrams showing existing, existing plus project 13 
generated, and existing plus project-generated plus cumulative 
volumes; 

3. At all proximate access ramps to and intersections with State 
highways, and there in terms of thru and turning movement 
volumes (12 per peak in the case of 4-leg, 2-way intersections). 
Per Figure 25, this would include the following: 


14 


Seventh & Ashby Intersection 

San Pablo & Ashby o 

Dwight Way & San Pablo % 

Ashby/1I-80 Ramps 

| HWeinz es San Pablo Intersection (:.) 

. University/I-80 Ramps (if the 19% assignment of "North Bay" 
traffic to Sixth Street north is corroborated or not si1g- 
nificantly reduced). 


momanao ww 


Note that Lt appears, from Table 10, that at least for the two 
Ashby intersections, the turning movement volumes were calculated 
(but not shown). 


Fo Exasting Tratfic Volumes 


Per Figure 22, the PM peak hour volume on Ashby between 1-80 and 

Seventh Street is shown to be only 3.2% (1060/33;,190) of the ADT. 15 
This low volume and percentage needs to be verified. (The Berkeley 
Waterfront Plan DEIR, Figure 43, shows a PM peak hour volume of 

2640). 


G,. Correctrons/Claniitcations 
1. Page 76, 6th paragraph: Caltrans questions the assumption that 
" those accessing from the South Bay will use State Route 16 


13 and Interstate 580." More likely the route is 80 & 880 (17). 


2. Page 87, 5th paragraph: #2 8600 two-way trips) «.. ° ts; vague 
terminology. Is this actually 720 one-way trips, OF 360 one-way 17 
trios distributed born ways? 
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page 97, Tablewl: This table 1s mislabeled. It shows the 
growth of rraffic in the critical intersections, but is 
labeled +o. indicate total vehicles - far from true. 


Mitigation 


The Gieyeot Berkeley should collect appropriate fees which can be 
used towards needed channelization and signal modifications on 
Ashby (Route 13) eat Seventh and at San Pablo (Route 123). 
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Summary 


1. This environmental document does not discuss the impacts of 
project-generated and cumulative growth traffic on 1-80 and 
on the Ashby Avenue and University Avenue interchanges. 
Project-generated PM peak hour traffic is shown in Figure 
26, page 89. Based on this traffic, it does not appear 
that the project by itself will have a substantial impact 
on 1-80 or the above-=noted interchanges. However, Ie could 
contribute to increased congestion on T-80,. which is already 
congested during the PM peak period. 


2. This environmental document does not analyze AM peak hour 
traffic conditions. We recognize that, in most cases, 
the PM peak hour has the worst traffic conditions during 
the day. However, 1n this area westbound I-80 is operating 
at capacity north of Berkeley during the AM peak period. 
Congestion on westbound I-80 is already severe. Project— 
generated and cumulative growth traffic will exacerbate 
that congestion. This adverse impact, if significant, 


should be discussed in this environmental document as required 


by CEQA regulations. 


rte Connor of my staff at (475) 557-9192: 
ie, anaes 


SALLACE J. ROTHBART 


Di sPreucr CEQA Coordinator 
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Response to Comment 4 


Because the project is a mixed-use development of industrial/R&D/retail, not specifi- 
cally designated in square footage by land use type, the higher rates of Office uses 
(under 100,000 square feet) were used since this would tend to present a worst case 
impact scenario (see rate for Office Type B, Table 7, DEIR). 


Response to Comment 5 


Comment noted. The AM-In trips in Table 8, Scenario Two, B should be revised to 29. 


Response to Comment 6 


Comment noted and revisions to table made (see supplemental Traffic Analysis, above, 
Pad) 


Response to Comment 7 


Please see the revised list of cumulative projects (Table 20) and corresponding 
revised tables and figures in the supplemental Transportation analysis, above. 


Response to Comment 8 


The transportation consultant disagrees that there is any intermingling of distribu- 
tion and assignment concepts in the Draft EIR. The two terms are both used, but ina 
way which is conventional for traffic analysis of this type. 


The trip distribution used in the DEIR and the supplemental analysis above is 
consistent with recent environmental analyses prepared for the City of Berkeley and 
is based on work by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MIC) deriving from 
the 1980 Census, Journey to Work statistics. Those data reflect the housing and 
travel patterns which existed in late 1979. The trip distribution figures used in 
the DEIR and supplemental analysis for future years are based on the professional 
judgment of the transportation consultant. 


Response to Comment 9 


Please see previous response. 


Mis 


Response to Comment 10 


A computer model was used to assign trips to the shortest time path. 


_ 


Response to Comment 11 


As can be seen in Figure 26 (p. 88, DEIR), only 12 percent of the trips are assigned 
south of Ashby on Seventh/Hollis. Project traffic to/from the north was not assigned 
to I-80 at Ashby Avenue because it is anticipated that due to congestion on I-80, the 
shorter time path for project traffic would be to travel north on Seventh Street. 
However, traffic from cumulative projects located in Emeryville was assigned to North 
I-80 at Powell and at Ashby via Bay Street. 
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Response to Comment 12 


See supplemental Transportation analysis, above (p. 9) where both AM and PM peak hour 
volumes have been included. 


Response to Comment 13 
See supplemental Transportation analysis, above (p. 9). 


Response to Comment 14 


Analysis was performed at intersections a, b, d and f. Intersections c and e were 
not included in this analysis because they are not significantly effected. 


Response to Comment 15 


Supplemental traffic volume counts conducted on October 22, 1986 showed this number 
should be 2,599. 


Response to Comment 16 


The paragraph in question has been revised in the supplemental Transportation 
analysis to include SR 13, I-880, I-80 and I-580. 


Response to Comment 17 


The terminology used is standard for traffic analysis of this type. It means 360 
one-way trips distributed in both directions. 


Response to Comment 18 


The table in question has been relabeled "Project Generated Vehicles Entering 
Critical Intersections". The footnote on page 97 (DEIR) provides an explaination of 
the table. 


Response to Comment 19 


See page 101, DEIR, Mitigation Measure 14, where it is recommended that the developer 
participate in any areawide transportation improvement fund or future transportation 
assessment district formed in the area for areawide improvements. Improvements at 
Seventh Street and Ashby Avenue would fit into this category. 


GG 


Response to Comment 20 


Please see supplemental Transportation analysis above (Tables 7, 9a, 9b, 9c, 10a, 
10b, 11 and 20 and Figures 22, 27a, and 27b) for analysis of impacts of project and 
revised cumulative project list on I-80 and the interchanges at University and Ashby 
Avenues. 


Response to Comment 21 


Please see supplemental Transportation analysis above for analysis of both AM and PM 
impacts on I-80 and the interchanges at University and Ashby Avenues. PM peak hour 
impacts were considered the worst case for the critical intersections in this analy- 
sis and therefore AM peak hour impacts were not analyzed. 
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ADORESS ALL COMMUNICATIONS 
TO THE COMMISSION 


Al) G i ; ais CALIFORNIA STATE BUILDING 
SAN FRANCISCO. CA 
ZONING TOW s TELEPHONE: 1415) S57- SBE 4 
Eee Ss aloe 
Public Wtilities Commission 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
July 295 19356 FILE NO 183=1/EIR 


Norma Wood 

Office of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 
Sacramento, CA 95814 


Dear Miss Wood: 


This is in response to the City of Berkeley's draft Environmental 
Impact Report for the Aquatic Park Center (Durkee Site), SCH 
#86071501, 


The staff has reviewed this document and it appears that certain 
items of concern to us have not been adequately addressed. The 
items of concern are: 


= 


Lis WOut.of- the 8 or 10 spur tracks on the site, how . 
many are to be removed? How many and which tracks 22 
will remain? 


"Exempt", is the City aware that if these designated 
"Exempt" spurs remain that a new reevaluation is 
necessary? That the "Exempt" designation from the 
provisions of Section 22452 of the’ California Vehicle 
Code may be lost? 


PAS 


2) Since some of these spurs are presently designated as 
3) The report states that a fence is to Se installed alona 
the railroac right-of-way to dissuade trespassers; 
however, the report does not indicate the length of the 
fence or “the point of beginning and end. 

4) Since a fence is to be installed, will it also serve as 25 


a noise barrier? What type and height is proposed? 


5) Apparently, a traffic analysis was made for the major 
intersections within the area; was one made for the 
Ashby Avenue underpass (P.U..C. A-7.97-B)? Was a bicycle 26 
path considered in this anaiysis? In view of the general 
condition of the underpass, is it proposed to be 
improved, altered and/or changed? 
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Tne proposed Pedestrian Bridge shown in Figure 9 on 

Face 2/7 indicates tne Structurs will be an open 

Structure. Is the City aware that the staff would 27 
procably require that it be enclosed with wire mesh 

Or a similiar material to deter and prevent juveniles/ 
in¢ividuals From throwing objects at trains? 


We suggest that the above be addrsssed in this draft EB.I.R., 
thereby eliminating the need of a supplemental document at a later 
date. AS *stateG on Page 59 of Ene report, the Commission wil] have 
permit/decision authority over the proposed Pedestrian Bridge. 
should the City require additional information, olease contact 

the staff at the above address and telephone number. 


Very E5ulLY Yours, 


DONALD R. CHEW, Supervisor 
Transportation Projects Section 
Railroad Operations & Safety Branch 
Transportation. Division 


GCs Gi 


Kelley 


City of Berkeley 


2180 


Milvia Street 


Berkeley, CA 94704 


47 


tesab op 145 


Oe aged colar 
60 <ar os) Mra 
«3 


cone Ee 
7 tbiate trsbeeeeect: 


gut ihe Jake oe 
. bar] 
eopay® is 
a3 aiming 


Response to Comment 22 


According to the project architect, all of the spur tracks on the site would be 
removed. 


Response to Comment 23 


Because no spur tracks would remain on the site, this question is not applicable to 
the proposed project. 


Response to Comment 24 


The detailed plans for the fence along the western boundary of the site have not yet 
been finalized, but would be reviewed by city staff and the Board of Adjustments 
prior to approval. 


Response to Comment 25 
Please see Response to Comment #24, above. 


Response to Comment 26 


Please see Mitigation Measure 15, page 101 (DEIR), where this issue is discussed. 


Response to Comment 27 


The pedestrian bridge which is shown in the site plans and elevation drawings of the 
project (DEIR, Figures 5,6,9 and 10) has been deleted from the project since the 
publication of the DEIR. This comment therefore no longer applies to the project. 
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of Chigernic The Resources Agency of California 


meorandum 


, Ms. Norma Wood Detes July 22, 1986 
State Clearinghouse File No. 2198.09 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 


: San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Contrel Board 
1113 Jecksen Street, Ockland 94607 


Draft Environment Impack réort, SCH No. 86071501 
Aquatic Park Center (Durkee Site), Berkeley, Alameda County 


We have reviewed the subject Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
the following is the comment of this Regional Board regarding the 
proposed subject project: 
Past usage of the proposed site may contain types of chemicals or 
materials that may posed a threat or may be classified as 28 


hazardous potential. The site closure plan and investigation 
must be coordinated with this office. 


If you have any questions on these coments, please call me at 
415/464-0803, or ATSS 8-561-0803. 


Sincerely, 


Kenneth Theisen 
Hazardous Waste Section 
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Response to Comment 28 


Comment noted. The project sponsor would be responsible for securing any necessary 


permits from the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board. (See also 
Response to Comment 1.) 
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CITY OF BERKELEY 


5a. 


City of Berkeley 


Planning and Community Development Department 
Zoning Division 
Martin Luther King, dr. 


Civic Center Building (415) 644-6570 


2180 Milvia Street 


Berkeley, California 94704 TTY (415) 644-6915 


MEM @ RAND UM 
August 21, 1986 


TO: Members of the Board of Adjustments 
FROM: Gil Kelley, Senior Planner for Environmental Review 


SUBJECT: LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION COMMENTS ON DURKEE EIR 


At its regular meeting of August 18, 1986, the Landmarks Preservation 
Commission (LPC) made the following comments on the Draft EIR for the Aquatic 
Park Center (Durkee site) project. The first is a motion (unanimous approval) 
which sets forth the general finding of the Commission, and incorporates the 
specific comments which follow it. 


General Finding 


That, in addition to the specific comments made by Commissioners at the August 
18, 1986 meeting (set forth below), the Landmark Preservation Commission finds 
the Draft EIR for this project inadequate, because it does not identify the 
effect of proposed demolitions on specific features of the site which define 
its historic, cultural and architectural value. These features include: the 
courtyard, smokestack, 818 Heinz building, amd Experimental Kitchen. 


Additionally, the Cdémmission finds that the EIR does not provide adequate 
information on the effects of changes to the site, necessary to make the 
eventual findings for demolition requests under Section 3.24.26 (c) (2) of the 
Landmarks Preservation Ordinance. (copy attached) 


Finally, the Commission shares the view expressed by the Berkeley 
Architectural Heritage Association in its letter of August 13, 1986 to the 
Board of Adjustments, that the sections of the EIR which treat historic, 
cultural and architectural issues be rewritten. Also, the Commission strongly 
endorses the letter sent by Commissioner Joe Marsh, dated August 13, 1986, to 
the Board of Adjustments. 


Specific Comments : 


- Why aren't other design scenarios considered in the EIR's evaluation 
of impacts? There are 5 structures; the impacts of conserving or 
demolishing various combinations snould be examined. 


- The project's relation to the Copra building should be evaluated, 
in terms of both design and use, including future uses of the Copra 
building. 52 
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Durkee EIR Comments 
August 21, 1986 


The alternative discussion should be expanded to more fully discuss 
the impacts of the alternatives, rather than simply posing them as 
options. 


The effect of keeping the 818 Heinz and Experimental Kitchen build- 
ings should be evaluated. 


An explanation of why some buildings are deemed worth retaining and 
others not, is needed. 


The EIR should recognize that the courtyard is an historically 
important feature of the site. 


The EIR does not provide the information necessary for the LPC to 
make informed judgements about the demolitions and new development 
under local law (Landmarks Preservation Ordinance). The local 
issues should not be sidestepped by saying that the site does not 
qualify under National or State standards. What are the specific 
impacts of taking these structure down? 


The EIR should state whether adverse impacts can be avoided, and 
if not, why. 


The EIR should recognize that beyond architectural merit, the site 
has historic and cultural value now, as it functions now (and in 
recent history) . 


In the initial scoping session, the consultants cited 3 issues 
which were to be addressed in the EIR, whic were not adequately 
addressed in the Draft EIR: 


- How valuable is the existing smokestack to the landmark 
status of the site? 


- What on-site buildings merit preservation? 


- How compatible would the project's structures be with 
the streetscape, and the surrounding buildings. 


The EIR should take the specific portions of the site and discuss 
each, e.g. how they are contributed to, or detracted from, by the 
proposed new development. For instance, the Durkee building - how 
is it enhanced or not enhanced by the new features? 
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Durkee EIR Comments 
August 21, 1986 


The impacts or importance of landscaping should be examined. 


In our motion to landmark the site, the role of open space on the 
Site played a very important part. How will this be changed? How 
will the feel of the spaces be changed? 


Under our Ordinance and under CEQA we must balance economic 
interests and other environmental considerations. On the basis of 
the present EIR we have no idea whether the impacts would be 
mitigated or whether a finding of "overriding considerations” will 
be required. There are no facts as to whether a certain plan 
might mitigate the losses to the site (demolitions and in 
filling), or whether the other benefits of the project (jobs, 
etc.) are to make up for these losses. 


Are there feasibility reasons why there is no better proposal than 
tearing down 3 of the buildings? 


The document has not given credence to the reasons why we 
landmarked the site. This is necessary before impacts can be 
assessed... The landmarking.of the site represented a response to 
the concern of the community, not just of the Landmarks 
Commissigners. 


The EIR should recognize that the site is large enough to 
accommodate everyone's desires: preservation, new construction, 
uncovering of the creek, etc. These are not necessarily trade- 
offs against one another. 


The document must analyze the spacial and visual effects of 
altering the present features of the site. For instance, by 
removing 818 Heinz, what is done to the streetscape, how will the 
Durkee and Copra buildings there fit into context. 
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Attachments 
- Excerpt Chapter 3.24 B.M.C. 


- Letter to Board of Adjustment 
from Commissioner Marsh 
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Attachment 1 


Excerpt: LANDMARKS PRESERVATION ORDINANCE 


Chapter 3.24 Berkeley Municipal Code 
Pages 14 & 15 


3.24.268 Permit Application--Review Standards and Criteria. 


A. The commission shall be guided by the standards in this section its 
review of permit applications for work on a landmark site, or in an 
historic district or on a structure of merit site. In appraising 
the effects and relationships mentioned herein, the commission shall 
in all cases consider the architectural style, appearance, 
arrangement, height, design, texture, materials, color and 
appurtenances and such other facts as may be relevant. 


Be In all instances, the proposed work shall be as appropriate for and 
as consistent with the pruposes of this chapter as is possible 
within the peculiar circumstances of the owner of the property and 
preservation or enhancement of the characteristics and particular 
features specified in the designation. 


Ce Approval of.-permit applications pursuant to this section may be 
granted only upon determination that the proposal conforms to the 
criteria set forth in subdivisions 1 and 2 below: 


2. For permit applications for demolition: The commission shall 
find that the designated landmark, historic Gistrict.. Or 
structure of merit or portion thereof is in such condition that 
it is not feaSible to preserve or restore it, taking into 
consideration the economic feasibility of alternatives to the 
proposal, and balancing the interest of the public in preserving 
the designated landmark, historic district or structure of merit 
or portion thereof and the interest of the owner of the landmark 
site, historic district or structure of merit site in its 
utilization. 
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Response to Comment 29 
Please see The Site’s Landmark Status above (p. 5). 
Response to Comment 30 


Comment noted. In requesting from the EIR consultants information which would allow 
findings regarding the feasibility of structural demolition, the LPC is evidently 
asking for detailed financial data on the project. The EIR consultants believe that 
the EIR is not the appropriate fact-finding instrument for questions of the project’s 
financial feasibility or the financial feasibility of potential design or use alter- 
natives. As part of the discussion between the Office of Economic Development and 
the applicant, some financial information may have been provided which would be 
helpful, but the EIR consultants are not aware of specific materials. The LPC may 
wish to consider the financial feasibility of the project at its hearing on the 
request for a demolition permit by seeking input from both the applicant and city’s 
Office of Economic Development 


A framework for looking at design alternatives is presented above (pp. 6-8). 


Response to Comment 31 


Please see The Site’s Landmark Status, (p. 5). 
Response to Comment 32 


The DEIR includes analysis of two scenarios designed by the project sponsor and three 
alternatives (including a preservation alternative, a restricted land use alternative 
and the no project alternative). These five alternatives collectively reflect an 
adequate range of conditions for the purpose of assessing a variety of potential 
environmental effects. As is more completely discussed in the supplemental analysis 
above, an EIR cannot be an exhaustive design study. 


Furthermore, the persisting wide disagreement among members of the public, members of 
the LPC and Board of Adjustments and city staff as to the relative costs and benefits 
of demolishing/retaining various structures suggests that a common basis for reaching 
objective non-judgmental conclusions regarding these issues is lacking. 
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Response to Comment 33 


According to the project sponsor and project architect, every attempt has been made 
to acquire and incorporate the Garr (Copra) Building (see Figure 18, Photo 4, p. 39, 
DEIR) into the proposed project. Failing in these attempts the project sponsor has 
designed a project which excludes this property. However, as part of the response to 
recommended mitigation measures, the developer has moved the new west office building 
and expanded the garage, which have the effect of visually incorporating the Garr 
Building into the site’s cluster of buildings. 


At present, there is no known intent to change either the design or use of this 
structure by its owners. 
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Response to Comment 34 


The long-time designation and historical use of this site as light industrial/ 
manufacturing suggested the appropriateness of looking at alternatives like the two 
design/use alternatives shown in the DEIR. The DEIR explains that some environmental 
topics would be equally of concern under virtually any development proposal at _ the 
site. Other environmental impacts are analyzed at a level of detail consistent with 
their selection as alternatives for a CEQA document (see pages 142-145). 


For the reason stated above (see Response to Comment #32), it is the EIR consultant's 
judgment that the textual discussion of the potential design impacts of the project 
and potential alternatives has gone as far as it can to contribute to the resolution 
of these issues. The supplemental analysis above provides a framework for the LPC to 
use in its deliberations. 


Response to Comment 35 


The DEIR addresses two effects of retaining the Utility Buildings. Om page 142, the 
concern over remedial actions to reduce health hazards from the transite~-in the 
buildings is discussed. On page 56, it can be inferred that the EIR authors do not 
believe retention of these buildings would allow a better re-creation of the 
previously existing courtyard. 


Response to Comment 36 


Combining the descriptive information provided in the Historic Setting (pp. 31-35, 
DEIR) and the photographs of the site with the analytical sections on Historic and 
Architectural Resources Impacts (pp. 55-56) and Site Plan and Urban Design Impacts 
(pp. 56-57) substantiates the professional evaluation by Mr. Gray Brechin, Architec- 
tural Historian, that the Durkee Building, and in this context perhaps the Spice 
Building, is worth retaining. 


Using accepted historic preservation criteria (whether a building/site is unique or 
unusual, how old it is, how good an example it is, and whether a building contributes 
to an integrated site), other structures onsite do not meet non-local preservation 
criteria. 


Response to Comment 37 

Comment noted. The EIR authors agree that the courtyard was an historically import- 
ant element of the site and it is described as such on page 46. However, as ex- 
plained in the DEIR (p. 56), demolition of the Winterizing Building (completed prior 
to the start of analysis undertaken for the EIR): 


...effectively weakened the sense of enclosure of the loading area, or 
courtyard, on the eastern portion of the site. The courtyard, which once 
served as a central meeting place for the community of people living and 
working on the Durkee site, has been substantially eliminated and the large 
spaces which remain on the site have dramatically altered its appearance. 


Revisions to the project as described in this FEIR include an attempt to revive the 
feeling of a courtyard where the previous one existed. 
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Response to Comment 38 


Under the revised project plans, two buildings (810 Heinz and the Experimental 
Kitchen, sometimes referred to collectively as the Utility Buildings) would be sub- 
ject to demolition. Other onsite structures including the Durkee Building, the Spice 
Building and the smokestack are proposed for retention. 


It should be reiterated to the reader that EIRs do not provide advice with regard to 
legal matters. The responsibility for determining the consistency of an individual 
project with a city ordinance is the LPC’s. The EIR has been prepared by profes- 
sional consultants whose technical abilities and experience in environmental analysis 
have been brought to bear on this project. While not giving advice regarding the 
law, the EIR does provide the LPC with a full informational foundation on which to 
base its deliberations. 


Response to Comment 39 


Please see The Site’s Landmark Status above (p. 5). 


Response to Comment 40 


The DEIR recognizes architectural merit in the Durkee Building. The industrial 
history of the site is well documented in the DEIR, both in the main text (pp. 31-33 
and Figures 14 and 15) and in Appendix E (Application for Landmark Designation). The 
DEIR also provides a detailed description of the economic activities which occur 
onsite and among businesses in the southwest Berkeley community (see p. 46). 


Response to Comment -41 © 
A. The smokestack is proposed for retention in the revised project plans. 
B. See Response to Comment #36. 


C. The existing streetscape along Heinz Avenue as well as on Fifth Street, Potter 
Street, Anthony Street and Seventh Street, is heterogeneous in its setbacks, heights, 
building materials and land uses. Furthermore, it has been quite dynamic in recent 
years and will likely continue to evolve. For these reasons, and also because the 
project as shown in plans and elevations appears to offer a variety of structural 
types, it is the EIR consultants’ judgment that the project is not fundamentally 
incompatible with the existing streetscape or visual setting. 


Response to Comment 42 


& 


Consideration of issues such as urban design and historic preservation is important 
on a project such as this. However, the level of detail requested in this comment is 
both beyond that which would be useful in an EIR, amd (as explained in Response to 
Comment #34) unlikely to help create consensus or clear impact findings on which all 
those with disparate opinions could agree. This is the point at which the EIR must 
be differentiated from the more detailed analysis and deliberations that would be 
required during permit hearings. 
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Response to Comment 43 


The importance of landscaping selection is noted in the DEIR (p. 57). At the time of 
DEIR publication, a project landscape architect had only recently been selected. 
From the perspective of CEQA, it would be difficult to label a landscaping plan 
(versus another, or some variation thereof) as a Significant Adverse Impact. Consid- 
eration of landscaping is better addressed at the time the LPC considers demolition 
permits and the Board of Adjustments considers the project’s Use Permit. 


Response to Comment 44 


The major open spaces on the site are shown in the revised site plan (p. 4). As shown 
there, the area between the proposed mixed-use buildings (lettered C and E) and the 
Durkee and Spice Buildings would be recreated as a courtyard, similar to the historic 
courtyard. The east/west linear open space would be a walkway of approximately fifty 
feet in width, with landscaping adjacent the structures. Other major open spaces on 
the site would serve as at-grade parking areas. These parking areas are shown with 
trees along their perimeter and in some of the intervening islands 


Response to Comment 45 


Please see The Site’s Landmark Status above (p. 5). 


Response to Comment 46 


As noted in Response to Comment #38, two buildings are proposed for demolition under 
the revised project plans. It would be difficult to establish infeasibility defini- 
tively. However, -it’ is known that rehab costs for structures of the type involved 
can be very high with resulting building quality and design nevertheless inferior to 
new construction. 


Response to Comment 47 


Comment noted. The DEIR describes in detail the history of the landmark designation 
process, provisions of the ordinance and the rationale underlying the LPC’s decision 
to landmark the site (pp. 33-35). Also included (Appendix E) is the application for 
landmark designation, a seven-page memo on the subject. Furthermore, the DEIR ex- 
plicitly describes the testimony of neighborhood residents at the LPC meeting as 
being "eloquent and convincing" (p. 35, DEIR). 


Response to Comment 48 


Comment noted. The revised project plans described above (pp. 2-4) present clear 
testimony of the gradual realization of this goal with regard to the great majority 
of persons who have an interest in the review of this project. On the other hand, it 
is evident that some refinements to the project or compromises among interests must 
await stages in project review beyond certification of an FEIR. 


Response to Comment 49 


Please see Responses to Comments #41-C and 42. 
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City of Berkeley 


TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
9180 MILVIA STREET, BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94704 (415) 644-6534 


mOs Gil Kelly, Senior Planner 
FROM: Miguel Iglesias, Acting Transportation Commission Secretary 


SUBJECT: AQUATIC PARK CENTER PROJECT 


The Transportation Commission, on their August 5, 1986 meeting, made the 
following comments on the Aquatic Park Center Project (Durkee Site) Bolen: 


* The projected levels of service at the critical intersections in the area 
(Table 10, p- 93) are unacceptably low, even considering the mitigation 
measures. As the E.I.R. shows the low level of service results not only 
from the Aquatic Park Center but mainly from other projects planned in . 
the vicinity. 


50 


«This E.I.R. underestimates the traffic impact of this project by defining 
too narrowly the impacted area; this project, for instance, will have an 51 
effect in the already congested I-80 and Ashby corridors. 


MI: tdw 
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Response to Comment 50 


Traffic data used in the DEIR for the intersections of Seventh/Ashby and San 
Pablo/Ashby were based upon 1983 traffic count data supplied by the City of Berkeley. 
For the Final EIR, new counts were made in October 1986 at these intersections and 
have been used in the supplemental Transportation analysis above. Also, new recently 
published methodology for LOS analysis of signalized intersections based on the 1985 
Highway Capacity Manual using average stopped vehicle delay times for analysis has 
been used in the supplemental analysis above to calculate the levels of service at 
the five critical intersections (see revised Tables 10a and 11). 


Both the new counts and the new method, which incorporates more variables into the 
analysis, result in estimates of worse levels of service (more congestion). 


Response to Comment 51 


In order to consider up to date cumulative and wider reaching potential impacts, the 
study area for transportation analysis has been expanded to include additional near 
term as well as long term potential development projects in southwest Berkeley and 
nearby Emeryville. Also, traffic impacts on I-80 as well as the I-80/University and 
I-80/Ashby interchanges were included. 


61 


INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANIZATIONS 
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AUG 71985 


ZONING DIVISION 
August 7, 1986 


Memo to: Planning Department, City of Berkeley 

From: 

Helen Rand Parish, 1845 Spruce, Berkeley 94709 (848-3188) 
James W Bradley, 2255 Hearst #23, Berkeley 94709 (841-4210) 


Subject: Comments on DURKEE DRAFT EIR 


Adjoining toxic dump site? 
The recurrence of a toxic ooze on the soil surface at the edge 
of the Durkee site (pp. 115-120), which does not correspond with 
any historical uses of the site, suggests that the problem may 
be coming from a nearby toxic dump (exact location unknown) 
which is known to have served industries in the Aquatic Park 
area. The historical leads about this dump that we and Betty 
Marvin of BAHA have put together would be available to Mundie 
and Associates. 
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Two alternative uses of Durkee site 


1. Mixed use would avoid gentrification/housing impact, and 
Applicant seems favorable towards this less intensive use and 

yield. He is inclined (see p. 74) to provide additional live- 

work space for artists and craftspersons (now threatened by West 
Berkeley development] and has suggested the Project could house 53 
the Jewish Community Theatre and/or Shakespeare. Other innova- 

tive building arts projects -- such as the Owner-Builder Center, 
Solar Demonstration, etc. -- and arts related retail might be 

added to complete a profitable “arts center." 


2. Innovative affordable housing. An architect could take ad- 
vantage of the large site and existing buildings to design 
innovative affordable housing at moderate profit, supported by 
more-profitable needed retail facilities (e.g. grocery, laundry, 
pharmacy, etc.) With interest rates falling, now is the time tor 
a pioneering affordable housing project. This would be antidote 
for tne empty over-built office space syndrome that plagues the 
Bay Area. Given the excellence of the EIR, the imagination shown 
by its Scenario #2, and the solidity of Wareham Development -- 
already established in the neighborhood -- we think this would 
be a breakthrough for the real economic needs of Berkeley, while 
providing a steady return for the developer. 
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Compliments to Mundie and Associates! 
This is the most readable and useable EIR from the City of 
Berkeley to date. Please commision this firm in the future. 
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Response to Comment 52 


Detailed analyses of Soils and Geology, and specific Public Health Considerations, 
are provided in the DEIR. Also attached there as Appendix D are two memos prepared 
by Engineering-Science which summarize their findings prepared for the project spon- 
sor in close consultation with the Toxic Substance Control Division, California 
Department of Health Services (DOHS). 


Response to Comment 53 


Project as revised represents a mixed use development. Inclusion of more live/work 
units could lessen the housing demand impact experienced, but not avoid it. As for 
the effect of more live/work units on the "gentrification" of the area, an increase 
in their units could result in greater numbers of young urban pioneers seeking space 
than those presently renting space in the Durkee Building or in other southwest 
Berkeley locations. Live/work units by definition represent a change in land use 
from the industrial/manufacturing past of the Durkee Site. 


Response to Comment 54 


It is important to remember that the site and surrounding parcels have been in the 
Manufacturing (M) zoning district for many years and that land uses in the area have 


developed on that basis. A variety of environmental characteristics of industrial 
districts exist in the area including the noise and truck traffic associated with 
manufacturing. Furthermore, the zoning ordinance and the city's Master Plan policy 


of limiting development in the M District to industrial and related commercial uses 
would seem at odds with this suggestion to develop a "pioneering affordable housing 
project: . mee" 


Response to Comment 55 


Comment noted. 


64 


.eohitr eae? Blot 


se areas Sail ae afar 


7 7 
ee ow ors eaiinew esi 
tele ik! SHU) mle i! eee 


Ppa | éif=ar £43 ¢ = 
Le diye Oe eeuls pilfe@ he i 


us~etlis 6 ee ocmmtoa! y abies G2 ote mmlarucs:. Gap. al vn 
REED. saat Ole? ix. ee | 
- : be : pete 
- : - - 7 

i> a 2° mp laseha a dyer ow 6a » ee a seivayv t4 ele 
hs. ed 4 es, ao , Sante Tae wom! Sanh o-leew maeeas Hiaw) e>D2 

a i> ath Te Dushar tetas” es ce ShSyP Gii\eif) sar YO 24 \bo © 
ania: oc ivees emsrisin Gaew oun le qeetae ~@bnecd on Vee Bhidc & a oa al 
te nmé “Wet GB BP ehes oo @€ en" soem «i a an aT a 
perl | | moe so MAIL 06 OE AMAL ene} 1 see 
- M166 © Mas fe ea iiircse) 6 ? 


‘2 Doe. al oui 


i wy Con! ¢Pa4016 64) Peat hep-e1)4 CO) = 01D “Te pee == autsecm) «| 

== 20 2 @ O@/ Ue AAO = ‘amr SHS a Pree ic ort raat. 

er See PASS Leas « Gina 1 a2d > wt? nies 

re 4) SS = ie . > Om. Sei), CO) FERS R wes ot - a gs psaei* 

ae eo), terce) 619 ow 45ap @ql mera wily pumcendt se gel wr 
uM p.e wioee 2830°,1% ‘ oct IGA? O64 \itsenes! NR at Sh geeemtwe: wiltis 


ape 6 6«« ule je segue” @ ~My 7 i aie (te Gis Ce Ss OG Blew 
7 


8 August 1986 Robert Reiter <ONING DIVISION 
800 Heinz St. 
Berkeley, CA 94710 
644-0614 


Dear Mr. Kelley; 


In this letter I will comment on the EIR for the Aquatic Park 
Center Project (Durkee Site)-750 Heinz Street. I have lived in 
Berkeley since 1975 and have occupied one of the live-in artist’s 
work spaces in the Durkee Building since 1981. I am a 
photographer by trade and have my home, lab, studio and small 
gallery in a 2500 square foot space on the ground floor of the 
building. 


As a resident of West Berkeley, I have witnessed the rapid 
changes taking place here over the last year and a half that have 
resulted in such developments as the Parker Plaza complex and the 
initial construction and conversion of buildings in the Aquatic 
Park Center itself. The first page of the EIR makes an important 
point that I agree with from reading the remainder of the report 
and from watching the tactics and results of the developer’s 
previous projects in, ons neighborhood. This. project ..2s 
inconsistent with the goal of preserving the unique character of 56 
Berkeley. At this point, I think it is incumbent upon those in 
charge of Berkéley’s planning for land use to really decide if 
the city is at all interested in preserving its character or if 
such concerns are simply a sham _ to placate the citizens while 
rubber-stamping any project that comes across the table if it 
looks like enough fees will be collected to bolster the coffers. 
If this were any other city than Berkeley, I would be worried, 
but I think we are a progressive enough town that the mere 
possibility of making some money off of the deal is not the only 
consideration. 


While the project is consistent with the goal of improving 
Berkeley’s financial position, I believe that with the intense 
interest that has been shown in development in West Berkeley, 
surely there must be a way to preserve what is left of this 
neighborhood’s "unique character" that will also be profitable to 
the city and any developer. I don’t believe the city should see 
itself in the position of a pauper who must take the first plan 
offered for a project if it fails to meet an important goal of 
the Master Plan. 


What we are trying to preserve as the character of our city has 
two aspects. The first ig the architectural heritage that comes 
into question when redevelopment threatens old neighborhoods, and 
the second is the cultural flavor of the city that is laid on the 
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line when a massive influx of new businesses and _ people 
overwhelms the existing milieu. 


I would like to address my comments primarily to the second of 
these concerns. In regards to the two proposals considered in 
the EIR, there seems to be little in the first to recommend its 
adoption and most of my comments are addressed to the second 
scenario. I believe these points should be enough to condemn the 
whole idea; pragmatically, I hope they can be taken into account 
as modifying factors if the proposed development goes forward. 


As a tenant of the Durkee Building, I am foremost concerned 
with the project’s impact on myself and _ the other tenants, 
particularly in the remaining live-work spaces. The EIR points 
out at the top of page 6 that protection for the tenants as a 
condition of granting the permits may ‘be necessary. Since the 
developer’s plans for us include doubling the rent and halving 
our space, for starters, I think the need for protection is 
obvious. He has also recently attempted to bill utility rates on 
the basis of square footage of the various spaces, which ignores 
the varying energy consumption patterns of the widely different 
occupants. Since the previous method, besed on estimates of 
useage supplied by the occupants, has worked for the last three 
years with no complaint that I have heard, I can see this only as 
a tactic of harrassment against the live-in tenants who have been 
vocal in their objections to much of the developer’s plans. 


During any major construction on site, 1t will be impossible 
for us to conduct our businesses without serious interruption. I 
run a small custom photographic darkroom in my space and during 
the demolition of site buildings last year, the vibrations shook 
my enlarger so much that work was impossible much of the time. 
Noise and vibration, especially on our ground floor will be 
unbearable over the timetable projected for the project. The 
only solution, as stated in the EIR and recognized by the 
developer, is temporary relocation of the tenants. If such is 
the case, what protections can we expect? 


As a self-employeed person with a small business built up over 
11 years, I know the disruption to me and my clients that a 
temporary relocation can cause. Will I be reimbursed for loss of 
income during the actual relocation? Since my business relies on 
relatively easy access for my clients, such as I have at my 
present location, can I be assured that my relocation will be to 
a similar site? Since this is a live-in workspace, will the 
temporary space be also? If not, what housing arrangements and 
rent agreements will be made for the interim? For eleven years I 
have lived and worked from the same space (at different 
locations), and much of the success of my business stems from my 
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availibility to my clients during non-business hours. Any 
separation of live and work spaces will be a considerable 


inconvenience to my business. While the requirements I have for 
my darkroom are minimal, I have already spent money to build my 
present workspace to my needs. Will the developer assume the 


costs of any construction necessary in the temporary space? 


I ask that these considerations be addressed specifically by 
the Planning Commission when considering this application, 
because I have no reason to trust that the developer will pay 
adequate attention to them if not required to. 


Also of concern are the plans the developer has made for the 


Durkee Building to house a restaurant, as well as continuing its 
mixed use and his alleged support of continuing live-in 
workspaces. Through an intermediary, Jerry Carlin of the 
Berkeley Jewish Community Theater, I was apprised of the 


developer’s desire to substantially reduce my 2500 square foot 
space by incorporating the back half of it as part of the 
restaurant. This area of my space is where the kitchen, bathroom 
and darkroom are. I invested $15,000 in construction costs for 
these improvements (done to code and with appropriate permits). 
It would be only fair that I should be reimbursed for these 
expenses should I not be allowed to keep that portion of my 
space. But I would prefer to keep my whole space, since I use it 
all in the various activities mentioned previously. The 
developer has stated that "artists want spaces of about 1200 
Ss fire ty SO. CUTS are, too) biz. Is it any wonder we do not trust 
our fates in the hands of someone who can make such a statement? 


Frankly, the idea of a restaurant right next to a live-in space 
seems inappropriate in the first place. Would you want one on 
the other side of your bedroom wall? If it is allowed, it should 
be incumbent on the developer to install sufficient soundproofing 


to completely mask the noises generated. I can accept the 
daytime noise level,as it has generally been in the last five 
years here, because that is to _ be expected in a mixed use 


building such as this, but part of the attraction of the Durkee 
Building as a live-in space was that it was quiet at night and on 
weekends.It is simple aggrandizement for a developer to make a 
show of offering live-in workspace if the surrounding environment 
is made so unpleasant as to be unattractive for anyone to live 
in. Initially, he even wanted to put the Berkeley Community 
Jewish Theater upstairs, directly over the remaining two live-in 
spaces. We support the idea of the Theater on the property, but 
feel relieved that since the initial proposal, it seems as if 
they will locate in the Spice Building, where access is easier 
and potential conflict with other tenants over noise will be 
resolved. 
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The San Francisco Examiner just this week ran a feature on our 
plight and points out how it mirrors what has happened to artists 
in that city as well as just across Ashby Avenue, in Emeryville. 
If we allow the same thing to happen here, no one can look back 
later and say they didn’t realize what was happening. 


Many of the other issues addressed in the EIR affect me simply 
as a citizen of Berkeley, specifically West Berkeley, with no 
particular bearing on my being a resident of the _ site in 
question. 


One of the features that has characterized West Berkeley has 


been the diversity of the business located here. Many "start-up" 
companies have gotten their start here, and most of the small 
business here are made up of Berkeley residents. Encouraging the 


influx of upscale employers of the kind that are likely to be 
able to afford the rents asked by present developers can only 
serve to increase the homgenization of the workforce here and 
lead to a lessening of low-end jobs that can provide training for 


the unskilled labor market. As the EIR points out, few entry 
level jobs will be provided by this project. It is not just 
artists and craftsmen who will suffer by the shift in values that 
developments such as this are a precursor of. If the business 
already occupying- the completed parts of the Aquatic Park Center 
are typical of what we can expect, then it is obvious that a 
major shift in the composition of West Berkeley will be ensue. I 
do not believe such a shift is necessarily bad, only that Lt 
definitely goes against the “unique character of Berkeley", a 


goal which the City has stated it is interested in preserving, 
and with which I heartily agree. 


The issue of the impact of this project on the general housing 
market in Berkeley is raised, and found to be negative. Although 
the numbers are not large, the trend is clear: this project, 
like others sure to:follow, lead to a tightening of the already 
serious shortage of housing in our city by attracting new people 
while not providing any increase in the home supply. The Housing 
Mitigation Measures recommended in the EIR would seem to be 
appropriate. I might-add that the development of the Durkee 
Building itself as a 100% artists’live-work space, at reasonable 
rents, would be a positive step in ameliorating the demonstrated 
adverse effects projects like this invariably have on the artists 
who currently occupy the old warehouses and buildings in West 
Berkeley. Invariably, a declining industrial neighborhood is 
renovated by artists, craftsman and small businesses and when 
the property values rise again, we are often booted out and our 
spaces rented at exorbitant rates to people who had nothing to do 
with the renovation. If the developer is uninterested in this, 
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perhaps the City could investigate the possibility of aiding 
interested artists in purchasing buildings like this themselves. 


Traffic, always an emotional topic these days, is no less so in 
this circumstance. The Seventh Street corridor has become one of 
the major north-south thoroughfares in the city, and the 
situation is getting worse with every project like this. Much of 
the area adjacent to Seventh Street is residential, so the 
problems of increased traffic on this road and by-streets is more 
than just one of commuter rush hour congestion. Accident rates 
are bound to increase and the families of the neighborhoods 
suffer accordingly. The congestion at the Ashby and San Pablo 
Avenue intersection and Ashby and Seventh are already bad. As 
noted in the EIR, it is unlikey that the latter intersection 
could accomodate the projected increases without substantial 
improvements and the likelihood of destruction of existing 
business for right-of-way acquisition. Where will the money for 
this come from? It is unlikely that fees from this project would 
even begin to cover such expenses, especially since, as pointed 
out on page 12 of the EIR, a general decline in the level of 
positive financial impact from the project will occur over time. 


The EIR points to potential health and safety problems, perhaps 
the foremost of which is the opinion of two different engineering 
firms that the present soil is of insufficient strength for the 
proposed project. In general, I can only assume that the 
recommendations in the EIR on the mitigation of this and other 
health concerns are given top priority by the Planning Commission 
and I can see know reason why any but the most stringent of 
safeguards be incorporated in this and other developments. 


In ending, I would like to summarize my feelings after reading 
the EIR as follows: I do not believe the project as proposed by 
the developer is in the best interest of the city, although it 
could be altered towards that goal. I have great concern that if 
the present tenants, of the property are not protected through 
action of the city government, we cannot expect fair treatment by 
the developer. If the Berkeley is interested in preserving its 
identity as a city of diversity and creativity, projects like 
this can only dilute that identity. If they are actively 
encouraged through the actions of the city government, then I 
fear we all will lose and future generations will wonder why we 
allowed such things to happen. 


Roba Kote 
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Response to Comment _56 


Comment agrees with DEIR, p. 54. 


Response to Comment 57 


Tenant protection issues are presently under discussion between the applicant and the 
Office of Economic Development. 


Response to Comment _ 58 


These questions relating to short-term impacts on one tenant's business during reno- 
vation of the Durkee Building may be appropriate at the Use Permit stage of project 
review but do not fall within the scope of this EIR. CEQA does not establish the 
need for tenant-by-tenant compensation, though city policy may address this situa- 
tion. 


Response to Comment 59 


Comment noted. However, the issues raised do not relate to the DEIR. They are 
independent business decisions to be decided between the commentor and his landlord. 


Response to Comment 60 


The revised project is described above (pp. 2-4). Whether the proposed restaurant 
would be located adjacent to the commentor’s rented space after the renovations are 
completed is not clear. 


Response to Comment 61 


Comment is accurate. The project sponsor now proposes to provide space for the 
Jewish Community Theatre in the renovated Spice Building. 


Response to Comment 62 


Comment disagrees with analysis presented in DEIR at pages 64-69, where the descrip- 
tion of the existing employment pattern onsite (now that the truck wash facility has 
relocated) suggests that it is relatively homogeneous, with most businesses fitting 
into the commercial service and retail categories. On the other hand, the forecast 
project employment is described as including a much greater variety of occupational 
categories, ranging from professional/technical to sales/service and other (mainly 
craft workers, mechanics and other blue collar positions), as well as a increased 
number of total jobs. ij 


The occupational forecast for Scenario Two suggests that over half of the new jobs 
created would be in occupations which typically have a large number of entry-level 
positions: clerical, sales/service and other. 


Response to Comment 63 


The City of Berkeley (through its Office of Economic Development) is formulating a 
housing mitigation program which is based on the employment and housing analysis 
presented in the DEIR and more detailed employment information provided by the proj- 
ect sponsor. Neither the funding level nor the precise way in which the mitigation 
payment would be used have been stipulated yet. 
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Response to Comment 64 


Ashby and San Pablo Avenues are Major Streets, intended to carry high volumes of 
traffic and connecting districts within Berkeley and linking the city with other 
nearby cities. Seventh Street is designated in the City’s Master Plan as a Collector 
Street, which carries traffic between activity centers, major streets and smaller 
local streets. The residential streets between Seventh Street, San Pablo and Ashby 
Avenues in the vicinity of the site are local streets which are intended primarily 
for residential and parking use by adjacent properties. 


Whether the increased traffic volumes on Seventh Street resulting from the proposed 
project would result in changes in the rate of traffic accidents is an evaluation 
beyond the scope of this EIR. However, there is no reason to believe that a direct 
causal link exists between these two factors. A variety of other factors such as 
average vehicular speed, type of vehicles using the roads, level of signalization and 
signage, and the pattern of pedestrian flows all affect the rate at which accidents 
OGCUr. 


Response to Comment 65 . 


As the supplemental analysis above (pp. 9-27) shows, there will be considerable 
traffic impacts in west Berkeley stemming from the overall levels of future develop- 
ment forecast for the area. As recommended in the mitigations, the Aquatic Park 
Center project plus the other projects in the area must be assessed appropriate fees 
and be subject to conditions of project approval to bring the transporation system 
into a more acceptable level of service than would otherwise be experienced. 


Separate traffic mitigation payments will. be made by the project sponsor to the City 
of Berkeley for a set of capital improvements based on the recommended mitigation 


Measures on pages 98-101 of the DEIR. The amount of this funding will be specified 
prior to project approval. 


Response to Comment 66 


Comment noted. 
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THE BERKELEY 
ARCHITECTURAL 
les Gel Tees 


ASSOCIATION : 
| PO.BOX 1137 MAIN POST OFFICE 


BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA DATO! 
(15) 845-657 | 


TO: Berkeley Board of Adjustments, Acting Lead Agency, Durkee EIR 


FROM: BAHA Board 
SUBJECT: Response to praft Environmental Impact Report, Durkee Site 


The Berkeley Architectural Heritage Association is a twelve year 
old wolunteer organization that works actively to preserve proverties 
of historical architectural and cultural value to our city. BAHA has 
over 1,00) active members ana is the largest volunteer organization 
in Berkeley. We work actively to ensure that only aporopriate develop- 
ment, sensitive in design and scale,is built on or around the city's 
designated landmarks. We support the preservation of industrial 
proverties which meet the criteria set forth in Berkeley's Landmark 
Preservation Ordinance. 


The BAHA Board met August 2, 1986 in regular session, and having 


reviewed the Draft EIR for the Durkee Site, we must seriously question 
the adequacy of this document on several grounds. 


We find that sections relating to Historic Preservation are 
wholly inadequate for the purposes of the California Environmental 
Quality Act. As stated in Article l, Section 15))2 F the CEQA's 67 
purpose is to identify impacts, alter a project proposal to eliminate 


or lessen the impacts, or propose mitigation measures that would 
reduce the impacts, or to find that it is not feasible to do 80. 


Instead what has “been prepared seems to be an effort to avoid 
serious discussion of the impacts of this proposed project, and to 68 
circumvent the applicable local law. The assertion “that the Durkee 
designation cannot be supported on State or National grounds” is not 
supported by any data in the document, nor is it relevant to CEQA. 
Using any criteria.other than those contained in the Berkeley LPO, 
which is the applicable local law, is wholly inappropriate and could 169 
not, in our opinion or the opinion of our counsel, be legally supported 
The Landmarks Preservation Ordinance has jurisdiction in law as 
applied to CEQA according to Chapter 6, Section 21174. 
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Furthermore, allowing the demolition of designated landmark 
structures when there are feasible methods to restore, enhance and 
perpetuate their use is a violation of the spirit of our local 
lpo in direct opvosition to the stated land use goals in the City's 
Master Plan. 


We might also point out the designation of the Durkee Site as 
a city landmark, using historic and chiytural value to a community 
as a criterion, is in fact consistent with the State guidelines in 
CEQA for determining these significant effects a project might have. 
See CEQA Appendix G (J). 


We also find that the grounds set forth on Page 56 are not 
based on the facts as we know them to be. 


First, the statement that the site is not unique or unusual 
is contradicted on page 46, paragraph l, "The study area's concen- 
tration of activities which are both diverse and econonically inter- 
dependent give the neighborhood of the site a particular character 
that is unusual even in an urban setting like Berkeley." 


Second, the designation application (cf. Appendix E #30) states 
clearly that the site has historical significance: " The vegetable 
oil company predecessor to Durkee on this site appears to have been 
one of the earliest industries to locate in this southern portion of 
West Berkeley. On 1993-1911 Sanborn maps, only one property, Golden 
West Drilling, "at SW 3rd and Grayson is mapped West of Sacramento 
Street fron Dwight Way to Folger". 


Third, the "better example” used as an illustration is a single 
building isolated by new construction and not surrounded by a cluster 
of buildings of various types used in this kind of factory. 


Finally, the site possesses part of all the elements of what the 
Durkee factory once was. The Copra Warehouse at the west end of the 
site was for raw material off-loading and storage The boiler room 
smokestack was where raw material was reduced to unrefined oil. The 
production building for margarine and other products was located in 
the Durkee Building, as were the adninistrative offices. Other raw 
materials, such as spices and seasonings used in the manufacturing 
were housed in the Spice Warehouse. The research and new product 
developinent were located in the Experimental Kitchen and portions of 
g10 . The Plant maintenance shop occupied the rest of 31). 


The integrity of this site is still intact and further deno- 
litions would detract from it. 


Another critical point that seems to be missing in this docu- 
ment is the fact that the industrial sections of many cities - 
including West Berkeley have long beer overlooked as valuable 
cultural, historical, and architectural. resources of the city. 
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2 
The citizens of Berkeley and their elected officials through public 
hearings and appeal processes clearly have recognized this and stated 
that the Durkee Site 18 such a valuable resource, and every effort 
should be nade to preserve the important features of the site, 

namely ¢19 Heinz, the Experinental Kitchen, the courtyard, the Spice 
Warehouse, the Durkee Building, Copra Warehouse and the smokestacx. 
(See LPC Staff Supplenental Report on Durkee Site Designation, Sept. 
18, 1985) 


As the proposed demolition of any of these structures or areas 
would have significant impact, an alteration of the plan to include 
them would be required; or specific mitigations of the impacts;or 
specific findings that alterations in the plan or mitigations were 
not feasible. 


No such alterations, mitigations or findings appear in the 
discussions of the proposed plan in either Scenario 1 or 2. The 
mitigations proposed do not appear to relate at all to the structures 
and features of the site. If a financial mitigation is to be 
required, the money could be put to better use by preserving or 
restoring the structures that presently exist on the site. 


Restoration of a creek in the middle of an industrial historical 
site is a worthy goal, but would appear impractical in this case. 


We have been advised by Warehan Properties that "Scenario One” 
is no longer under consideration and there are to be substantial 
changes in the proposed “Scenario Two" as to the design, location, 
set backs, parxing, and facade treatment of the east industrial 
building (81)). So the final project scenario has yet to be deter- 
mined. 


We can see no rationale for the elimination of the smokestack 


in Scenario 2 or Alternative A as the building placenent is essentially 


the same as in Scenario 1. We feel this is an avoidable inpact in 


any scenario or alternative and that the smokestack preservation should 


be included in the final project plan. 


We can see no apparent rationale for the demolition of 3819) 
Heinz or the Experimental Kitchen, as our studies indicate that it 
is feasible to restore then. There is no data to prove infeasibility. 


The BAHA Board strongly urges the Board of Adjustments acting 
as the lead agency on the Durkee EIR 
1. to extend the time period of public review and 
comnents on the Draft BIR, as we have many me nbers 
who have expressed their wish to respond, but the 
time allowed is insufficient, and 


2. that the sections of the BIR relating to the imnvacts 
and nitigations of this project on historical, cultural, 
and architectural grounds be stricxen, reevaluated and 
rewritten with the eve of retention of all existing land- 
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mark features described in the LPO Supplenentary 
Report as the primary goal, including discussions of 
(a) alternatives that naintain all existing landmark 
structures, and (b) mitigations that avoid or substan- 
tially reduce the impact of specific denolitions pro- 
posed, 


3. to suspend all proceedings of this enviconmental 
review until a conpleted final application is subnitted 
by the developer, and 


4. that these comments and recomnendations be nade a 
part of the final EIR. 
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Response to Comment 67 


Subsequent to the Draft EIR, a supplemental discussion of the site’s landmark status 
(found above on pp. 7-8) was prepared. That supplemental discussion is intended to 
address the comments made in this letter from the Berkeley Architectural Heritage 
Association (BAHA). It is the strong belief of the EIR authors that this supplement- 
al material goes well beyond the requirements of CEQA on a issue such as this. 


Where the entire BAHA comment is covered by the supplemental work, the reader is 
directed there. Additional specific responses are provided below in the case of some 
comments . 


The CEQA law requires the environmental document to identify impacts and to present 
mitigation measures to lessen or eliminate the impacts where this can feasibly be 
accomplished. In the case of the site’s landmark status, one of the major arguments 
made by some, though not all, of the local advocates of preserving the site in the 
status quo, has been that no mitigations are available to adequately mitigate changes 
to the site over the existing condition. The professional judgment of the authors of 
this report is that this is not true: the mitigations listed in the supplemental 
analysis do sufficiently reduce project impacts. However, if they do not, then the 
result would simply be that any remaining impacts are not mitigatable. 


Response to Comment 68 


The authors of the EIR disagree with this comment. The absence of state or national 
merit in the designation of the Durkee Site is thoroughly and clearly presented in 
the DEIR (p. 56). The question of whether state or national criteria are relevant to 
CEQA is a different question and one which is addressed in the supplemental materials 
above. In no case has the local law been circumvented. 


Response to Comment 69 


Please see The Site’s Landmark Status above (p. 5). 


Response to Comment 70 


Please see The Site’s Landmark Status above (p. 5). 


ww 


Response to Comment 71 


Comment noted. The authors of the DEIR continue to believe that the factual situa- 
tion (as well as the application of state and national criteria and professional 
evaluation by Mr. Brechin) described on page 56 are accurate. 


Response to Comment 72 


The statement on page 56 that the site is not “unique or even unusual" refers to the 
site itself (including its buildings, its open spaces and the economic activities 
which take place thereon). The reference on page 46 is clearly to the study area 
(shown in Figure 2, p. 15, DEIR) which is over 35 times as large as the site itself. 
The study area is characterized by a network of seemingly interconnected economic 
activities, which makes it unusual. As stated in the DEIR, the characteristics of 
the Durkee site are similar to those found at other industrial properties with 
frontage along the railroad right-of-way throughout the East Bay. 
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Response to Comment 73 


Please see The Site’s Landmark Status above (p. 5). 


Response to Comment 74 


Please see The Site’s Landmark Status above (p. 5). 


Response to Comment 75 


Please see The Site’s Landmark Status above (p. 5). 


Response to Comment 76 


Comment noted. However, an EIR is not intended to be an advocacy document for 
"cultural, historical and architectural resources." This EIR presents a factual 
description of the history of west Berkeley and of the Durkee site on pages 31-33 
with illustrations (the two archive photographs, Figures 14 and 15). 
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Response to Comment 77 


Scenario Two as shown in the DEIR (see Figure 6, p. 25) would preserve the Durkee and 
Spice Buildings. The Garr (Copra) Building is not part of the proposed project; any 
development there would be subject to environmental review and project approval by 
appropriate agencies. 


Chapter VII (DEIR, pp. 139-145) presents alternatives to the proposed project. Al- 
ternative A, the Maximim Structural Preservation Alternative, considers reconfiguring 
the site so as to preserve all of the structural elements cited in Comment 77. 


The revised project plans as submitted to the city (after publication of the DEIR) 
propose the preservation of the smokestack and the creation of a paved courtyard at 
the east end of the site between the Durkee and Spice Buildings. 


Response to Comment 78 


Please see The Site's Landmark Status above (p. 5). 


Response to Comment 79 "' 


Please see The Site’s Landmark Status above (p. 5) for additional potential mitiga- 
tion measures which could be required of the revised project. The authors disagree 
with the comment that a monetary contribution to preservation of meritorious sites or 
structures found elsewhere in Berkeley would necessarily be less effective than 
preserving structures onsite. The amount of such a mitigation payment and the target 
to which it would be applied are policy decisions for elected and appointed decision- 
makers to address. 


Response to Comment 80 


Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment 81 


The project under consideration in this Final EIR includes the characteristics de- 
scribed above (under the heading of Revised Project). It should be noted that 
revisions to the plans for a complex mixed-use project during the development review 
process are to be expected. Only in the case of significant changes which would 
result in environmental impacts of a more severe nature would an additional intera- 
tion of CEQA analysis be required. In the present case, the project revisions stem 
primarily from the DEIR’s recommended mitigation measures and therefore generally 
represent a lessened level of impact. 


Response to Comment 82 
The revised proposed project includes the retention of the smokestack. 


Response to Comment 83 


The EIR consultants are not aware of any studies prepared by BAHA which analyze the 
structural and health impacts of retaining or demolishing either of these two build- 
ings. The project sponsor and project architects believe that retaining the build- 
ings would require special care for the health reasons stated in the DEIR and because 
their configuration would constrict the parking and circulation plans. 


The revised project more clearly shows how the design would recreate a courtyard 
feeling where the old courtyard was and how the developer plans to place chairs for 
performances on the Spice Building loading dock which would be modified for use as a 
stage. 
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Memorandum 


August 12, 1986 

TO: Gil Kelley 

FROM: MattTomes  Aasccicte 17 lanrtw fv West tale Are Plorn 
SUBJECT: Comments on the Durkse Draft EIR 


Attatched is a Statement of Overall Vision and Goals that hes been drafted by the 
West Berkley area Plan Committee. As part of the Vest Berkeley Area Plan. this 
brief policy statement is intended to give general guidance to new physical 
development in Vest Berkeley. As the Area Plan is not yet completed this draft 
policy statement can be used as a broad statement of the community's expectations 
for West Berkeley. 


————— FP 


Folloving ere comments regarding planning sreas of interest specific to Vest 
Berkeley and planning activities currently underway. In addition, these 
comments support all recommended mitigation measures. 


Parking and Circulation os Related to the Site Plan - 


Page 97/98 - “Forecasting the likely demand for parking et the project on the 
pesis of the individual uses proposed results in afinding that, vithout mitigations 
demand would exceed supply...the parking demand for a typical development like 
Scenario One or Two-would be on the order of 402-410 spaces during “business 
hours’..The proposed project would provide 255 or 272 spaces, respectively. 
resulting in a forecast deficit of 130-147 spaces.. Expansion of the parking gerege 
as designed could provide up to 45 spaces per additional level.” 


It is clear that the proposed number of perking spaces will be insufficient to 


hendie the forecasted project demand. The project satisfies current perking 
requirements of the "Mw" zoning district, 2 spaces/1000 square feet of new 
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construction. However. it must be realized that these parking regulations have 
been adopted on an interim besis until the Area Plan can be completed. Assuming 
that no additional perking will be provided, the identified 130-147 extra cers 
would seek parking on nearby dty streets, thus contributing an already 
congested area It would be desirable if the project could provide additional 
perking based on land use and square footage to accomodate the forecasted 
demand of 402-410 spaces. 


Not considering the parking provided by the the nev parking gerege, the 
majority of on-site perking is loceted on the west side of the site, near the new 
office building "D* and "E” repectively (See figures 5 & 6). Realizing that most of 
structures are located on the opposite side of the site, this may deter visitors into 
using off-site parking ie: on-street parking. Furthermore. it is not identified in 
the EIR if visitors will be required to pay for the use of the new perking strucure. 
If this is s0, this would increase the liklihood that visitors would seek off-site 
perking. Although the new parking garage is centrally located on the site, the 
physical access to this structure from the northwest makes usage more 
cumbersome to thote visitors having destinations on the vest side of the site. This 
inconvienence would be increased in scenario two since all of the retail space is 
located on the west side. As proposed, there exists only 17 parking spaces 
provided on the west side in scenario two and none in scenario one. 


Additionally, the the provision of 138 parking spaces on the west side of the site is 
dispropertionate. Vith the majority of non-perking related space (74,000 sf and 
74.500 sf respectively) located on the western portion of the site. it would seem 
reasonable if a propertionate amount of parking ver also provided hers. 


Furthermore, assuming that many of these trips vill be made by employees of the 
project. a net increase of long term perking will occur. Assuming that some of 
thes commuters will look to on-street perking opportunities, this could 
significantly decrease short term perking opportunities in the immediate area. 
Noting the commercial and retail nature of the surrounding uses and related 
average daily traffic levels would be a strong argument supporting the need to 
provide more on-site parking. 
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Vith the completion of the Area Plan. the City will be in a position to recommend 
changes to the current zoning. Datil that tims, it would be highly desirable if all 
new projects could completely mitigate expected parking demand. It seems 
reasibie that vith modifications to the proposed site plans, additonal parking 
could be provided either through the creation of additional parking facilities or 
by decreasing the amount of square footage of new construction. 


in addition to those trensportation mitigation measures recommended Dy the EIR. 
additional efforts should be teken to develop TSM (transportation sysiem 
management) programs that would address employees’ needs for long term 
perking. Furthermore, & coordinated effort could be initieed by project tenants to 
develop a cerpool program. likewise, a similar van-pool program might be 
jeveloped to provided shurie service to the North Berkeley Bart stetion: 
providing discounted public transit fares for employees for AC Transit and BART 
service may be enother option that can be used. 


Building Size and Scale - 


There have been comments that the proposed project follows a “typical compus 
industrial” design. inter reviewing the two proposed site plans, much of the new 
+ panstruction. epecially in scenario one. calls for the development of thres large 
buildings ranging from 38,000 sq. ft (1 bldg.) to 50,000 +4. 1. (2 bidgs.) Scenario 
two calls for the construction of four new buildings renging from 18.000 =f @ 
bidgs.), 38,000 sf ( 1 didg.) and 50,000+ sf (1 bidg.). The exisiting Durkee Building 
is a two-story. 24000 sf structure (12.000 sf footprint} and the exisitng Spice 
building is aone-story; 9,000 sf sturcturs. 


In general, much if the proposed new construction, in terms of bulk and Dullding 
size ‘would be consistent vith the traditional designs of older manufacturing and 
industrial structures. In scenerio one, the proposed uses for new construction 


will be mainly office use. Building “-B° would be able to house the entire complex 
within one structure, as would building “D”. “ 


piscuscions have taken place at the Area Plan Committee level regerding the 
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“texture” of the exisiting Vest Berkeley building stock. One of the committee 
members, a local developer, stated that 10,000 sf buildings is an appropriate sized 
structure for Vest Berkeley. This sized strucutre would in general be consistent 
with existing buildings end would help preserve the area's distinct physical 
urben fabric. Although there exists no specific urban design standards for nev 
development to follow in West Berkeley, newly hired. Design Review staff could 
greatly help in the design of new buildings. 


Qne possibility is the creation of one and two story buildings of 10,000-15.000 sf 


that would be used in acluster designed site plan. By breaking up the new, larg? . 


buildings, much of the “bulkiness” could be elimineted. Furthermore, by using 
smaller structures, perhaps a more innovative circulation and parking plan could 
pe developed that yould toth improve access and increase on-site parking. In 
both scenarios, new office buildings “D” and “E* could be redesigned to bring it 
vut of its somewhat isoleted location on the northwest corner of the site es -well 
nedistribute the 138 perking spaces located on the western side of the site. 


Of finel note, is the possibility of creating additional levels to the proposed 
porking structure. As is, the perking gerage would heve to be increased by 2-3 
leveis to mitigate the forecast defidt in effect this would create a total of +5 
leveis when these additions are completed. Although this option is a possibility. 
. torts should be taken to ensure the height end bulk of this structure remains 
consistent with existing buildings. epeciaily those existing structures on adjacent 
parceis south of the site. Itis hoped thet building design will consider the Oversil 
Vision and Goal statment regerding nev physical development. 


General - 


this draft EIR does not consider the current project proposed for 102) Hesn2 
Street, a warehouse to office conversion of approximately 54.000 sq. ft. The 
potential circulation and traffic impacts of this project merit further study end 
cnould be included in the overall enelysis in the next version of the Durkee EIR. 
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Housing and Employment - 


The draft EIR indicates that there exists no program to address the housing 
impacts of the project. It simply states thet the City is currently working on 4 
housing mitigation program that considers the possibility of the applicant 
making an in lieu fee for the construction of BMR (below market rate) housing or 
the possibility of the sponsor directly providing BMR housing units. 


Understanding that much of available land in Berkeley has been developed, the 
housing mitigation program should identify where these housing units will be 
located. Although Vest Berkeley presents some housing opportunities, the land 
needed for the identified 60 housing units that would be affected would require 4 
large perce! or many smaller parcels. Scattered housing site development would 
then be an alternative. The housing mitigation program should consider these 
constraints. It would seem wise if a housing mitigation vere developed before 
additional activity is allowed. 


Hert the draft EIR reveals that there is no policy or hiring program thet vould 
ensure jobs for Berkeley residents. Staff would like to see the development and 
adoption of a “first source” hiring program. Perhaps an aggressive effort or 
policy committment to this type of program could be used as a bargaining chip Py 
. both the City and applicant to use to ensure the successful completion of the 
project. Furthermore, hiring policies and job training programs should follow 
those statements found in the Overall Vision and Goals statement. 


Finally. in its Housing Impact analysis section. the draft EIR uses 23%. pg. 68. (the 
average percentage of the Berkeley workiorcs who live in Berkeley, 1960 Census) 
as the figure to formulate the 80 or 100 households that would be impacted if the 
project ‘was to be completed under either of the tyo development scenarios 
discussed, although it is impossible to determine the present adequacy of this 
statistic without a lengthy and costly data collection study, this would dictate the 
need to use a broader range in the analysis. ; 


Considering a vorser case scenario is justified in this situation because of the 
circumstances surrounding the project: namely the lack of & completed housing 
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mitigation program and lack of a first source hiring program. It seems the 
amount of houssholds impacted/displaced could indeed be greater. Furthermore, 
because the nature of a statistical mean takes into account numerical extremes, it 
seems logical for the analysis to do the same. By so doing the analysis would be 
more comprehensive since it would be considering a range rather than one value 
based on 1980 Census information. By using a range of percentages, say +/- 5%, as 
the deterimining value of households affected, the validity of the enlaysis is 
broadened. 
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- OVERVIEW - 


Since the last general plan update in 1977, much hes occurred in West Berkeley. 
Aithough the residential areas have stabilized, the larger manufacturing zone seems 
to be in a state of transition. Because of the importance of this zone, any significant 
changes taking place here will raise issues of concern for the immediate area and 
overall City. 

In the recent past it is clear thet the economic base of this erea hes changed. 
Industrial and manufacturing sctivities were clearly the donimant use of the land. 
However, this base has slowly eroded, taking with it jobs and revenues for the City 
and its residents. Much of the space previously occupied by these industrial and 
maunufacturing activities remains vacant. The resulting increase in available space 
provides en attractive and affordable supply of space for other uses such es retail. 
commercial and office activities. These higher trip generating uses have compounded 
parking and circulation problems throughout the area an additional concern arises 
from the current development proposals targeted for the City’s waterfront area, 
located on the west side of the Bayshore freeway. Waterfront development could 
increase an already worsening situation. 

Bocause of ite convenient location, Vest Berkeley will continue to attract various 
business interests. Because of this, the Area Plan Committee haz identified several 
issues that will require increased attention in the area Plan. The following list of 
comunity goals end expectations is intended to provide general direction for 
planning and guidance to future physical development. 
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- COMMUNITY GOALS AND EXPECTATIONS - 


General 
1) Mitigate circulation and traffic problems. 
2) Encourage energy conservation efforts. 


3) Develop and adopt appropriate design standards. 


Residential 
1) Preserve the ethnic diversity of the population. 
2) Increase affordable housing opportunities for all income levels. 
3) Preserve and enhance neighborhoods and residential structures. 
4) Increase densities when eppropriate to encourage affordable housing 
5) Increase and enhance open space and park & recreation opportunities for 
residents. 
6) Improve accessibility to Acquatic Park. 
LivelWork : 
1) Promote live/work opportunities. 
2) Protect existing ie core space. 
3) Encourage ownership opportunities for live/work tenants. 


Industrial & Commercial 


1) Promote Vest Berkeley es an attractive place for business to locate through 
the establishment of clear zoning and development guidelines, policies, and 


plans. 
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2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 


6) 


7) 


8) 


Maintain and foster a diverse economic base. 

Provide work opportunities for residents. 

Increase business revenues for the City. 

Provide opportunities for growth of incubator businesses and newly 
established industries. 

Identify specific areas most suitable for industrial, manufacturing and other 
commercial related activities. 

Explore and utilize opportunites for coordination between the University of 
California and Vest Berkeley businesses and encourage University related 
research and development businesses. 

Encourage industry end businesses that provide entry level jobs and 
development training opportunites. 
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- & ¥ISION OF WEST BERKELEY- 


stmmpting to portray a scensrio of what Vest Berkeley vill become in the “BOF 
or long-term future cannot be made without some degree of uncertainty. To be sure, 
cnataver is to become reality in the furore will cntsin elements of the Part Si8 
present. For the planning of West Berkeley. certain themes have emerged. 

As hes been the historic pattern of land uses, Vest Berkeley will remain popular 
as the locational choice for many types of industrial and commercial businesses, and 
vor those tow: and moderate-income howeholés entering the housing D&S The 


challenge here will be to maintain a pattern of appropriate and compatible land uses. 


rertbecmore the goon in West Barsiey care about the consraniy 8 988°" 77 
live and work; finally, the the realization of this neighborhood pian will help improve 
the quality of life for the citizens in this historic part of Berseley. 
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Response to Comment 84 


The document represents the current thinking of the West Berkeley Area Plan Commit- 
tee, and as noted therein, "can be used as a broad policy statement". However, TeeLS 
relatively general in its directives and does not appear to represent much of a shift 
from the language which can be found in existing elements of the Berkeley Master Plan 
and the Economic Development Plan. 


More importantly, any subtle changes set forth in the document do not yet represent 
official city policy; eventually, the objectives, programs, policies and any site- 
specific land use regulations would have to be considered by appointed and elected 
boards and adopted in an official city document after public review and hearings. 


Response to Comment 85 


Revisions to the proposed project (including additional onsite parking) are described 
on pages 2 to 4 above, in the revised Transportation section. 


Response to Comment 86 
In the opinion of the EIR transportation consultant, the onsite parking is not 
located too far away from the buildings generating the demand for spaces. In the 


event that onsite employees abuse the use of nearby on-street parking, time limits 
may have to be placed on the on-street parking spaces. 


Response to Comment 87 
The DEIR provides a method for monitoring the parking provided to determine if added 


parking spaces are required (Mitigation Measure 12, p. 100). See also Response to 
Comment #86. 


Response to Comment 88 


Mitigation Measures 12, 13 and 14 (pp. 100-101, DEIR) address potential TSM program 
elements which could be included in the conditions of project approval. 


The second bulleted item under Mitigation Measure 16 (p. 101, DEIR), recommends the 
inclusion of preferential parking for car- and vanpools, a means of accommodating 
employees’ needs for long term parking consistent with encouraging a TSM program. 


Response to Comment 89 


Comment noted. 


Response to Comment 90 


The authors of the EIR have not prepared design alternatives beyond those evaluated 
in Chapter VII, pages 139-145, DEIR. However, the use of a greater number of smaller 
structures would more than likely result in greater constraints on the provision of 
onsite parking spaces. 
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Response to Comment 91 


The revised parking garage would include 2 floors and 3 levels of parking in a _ one- 
way sloping design (the top level of parking would be rooftop parking). Other than 
the broad goals of "Mitigate circulation and traffic problems" and "Develop and adopt 
appropriate design standards", there is nothing in the Overall Vision and Goals to 
guide the design of the project. 


Response to Comment 92 


The proposed conversion of 54,000 square feet of light industrial/manufacturing space 
to office uses at the Berkeley Business Center has been included in the expanded 
cumulative analysis presented above on pages 22 to 29 as well as the revised traffic 
analysis above on pages 9 to 21. Other potential, proposed, planned or approved 
projects which have come to the city’s attention since preparation of the DEIR in 
March through May of 1986 are also listed there and included in the analysis. 


Response to Comment 93 


Whether the city implements a housing mitigation plan which actually takes responsi- 
bility for developing new housing (as opposed to countering the adverse impacts of 
increased housing demand in other ways), when it is implemented and where the units 
would be located is clearly well beyond the scope of the present EIR. 


The Office of Economic Development is presently developing the city’s approach to 
housing mitigation based on the analysis presented in the DEIR. 


Response to Comment 94 ~ 


The Assistant to the City Manager for Economic Development and his staff are design- 
ing a local hiring program for the proposed project as recommended in the DEIR on 
page 69. 


Response to Comment 95 


The EIR authors disagree with this comment. The multiple assumptions and estimates 
used throughout the employment and housing analysis presented in the DEIR represent 
the best professional judgments of the authors based on the most current information 
available. Because of the nature of any forecasting exercise, a "lengthy and costly 
data collection study" would not lead to any greater accuracy. One can never know 
until after the fact whether a proposed project in a given environmental context will 
turn out like other similar projects used when analyzing it. The ranges used and 
results produced in the DEIR are clearly adequate from a CEQA perspective, however. 


Response to Comment 96 


Consideration of a "worser" [sic] case scenario through simply broadening the number 
of households to be affected by the project by five percent (plus or minus) would not 
increase the validity of the analysis. The authors do not disagree with the state- 
ment that "the amount of households impacted/displaced could indeed be greater"; it 
could be greater or it could be lesser, but the range provided in the DEIR is our 
forecast. 
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August 13, 1986 


To: Gil Kelley, Planning and Community Development 70 The 
City of Berkel 
ity o eley AUe $049, 
From: Betsey Strange J 190 
Durkee Site 5 


Subject: Response on Draft EIR for the Durkee Site 


T-cite Pian: 


As I understand Scenario 1 is no longer under consideration, Ifeel that 
scenario 2 is applicable for comment. I believe with the following stipulations, 
Scenario 2 could be workable: 


1.Re-creation of the court yard with NO parking in it( parking lot out front of 
800 & 810 Heinz, as it is presently) 97 


2.Rehabilitation of 810 Heinz and Experientmental Kitchen OR the recreation of 
the "Foot print" Of 810 Heinz and Experimental Kitchen under Landmarks Conmission 
design review would be appropriate. 


3.Smokestack kept intact. 


II. Development ori the site: 

98 
It should be noted that 3 small businesses on the site have been forced to relocate. 
D&L Motors, Grainassance, & The Spectator. I believe it would be appropriate that | 
effort should be made for other small businesses be on the site to keep the "mixed use" 
that has historically been in W.Berkeley. 


III: Live/Work tenants on the site: 
[Please note that today 8/12/86, we (John Shea & myself) met with developers, our lawyer 


their lawyers, and we have made an attempt to negotiate a settlement of our space. I 
believe we are all acting in good faith with this negotiation attempt. 


It should be noted that there has already been a reduction of one-half of the i 
original tenants that were once live/work (Kahn/Sparagana & Pettigrew/Grandcpierre) . 


These two spaces should be reinstated under residential rent control or some settlement 
should be made about the lost spaces. 


We hope that the rest of the spaces that are live/work wiil be covered under rent 
control er some settlement can be reached. 


IV Transportation: 


I disagree with the report on the Traffic impact report, as it is my observation | 
that traffice on 7th and 7th and Ashby, AShby & San Pablo, is already nearing, 

if not already at "Grid Lock" during am and pm "rush hours". The construction of 
this project would exasperate this problem. If the project is approved, I believe 

all measures should be taken to alleviate this problem. My suggestions would be: | 
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Page 2: 
IV continued: 


1.Traffic control of some kind on 7th & Heinz intersection to let out all employees 
off the site and on to it. 


2.Ashby & 7th : arrows for turning to alleviate both rapid speed off the freeway 
and safety for making turns, at present it is a dangerous situation. 


3.Pedestrian protection at 7th & Ashby: This is again, a very dangerous intersection 
for pedestrians because of the speed of the cars coming off the freeway and dangerous 
turns being made by cars-due to the congestions. Some type of better protection shoul 
be made for pedestrians. 


V Hazards: 

101 
It is a concern that because of the toxic substances that have been unearthed and | 
demolished that these will continue to be a hazard to the tenants and the neighborhoco 
at large. 


I suggest that all precautions should be taken and MONITORED REGULARLY by Sh City 
to insure safety. 


VI: Landmarks Designation: 


' 
I believe it is an error to judge the Durkee Site by national or state standards 102 
We are not concerted with State or National Standards but by CITY STANDARDS. 
103 
After all the hearings and appeals, I believe that this should not NOW be an issue. 
IT HAS ALREADY BEEN DECIDED. 


I believe it should be kept with the Landmarks Commisssion review where it would 
receive due process by CITY Commissioners working under the CITY ORDINANCE. 


VII: Housing: 

104 
To reiterate the EIR's finding that the demands for 80-100 households would result 
fromthe proposed project, I believe that this is espicially alarming for W.Berkeley 
and would make the neighborhoood very vulnerable to a tremendous impact that it is 
not able to cope with. I believe that every possible measure should be taken to kee 


this from happening. 


VIII: Archaelogical consideration: 
105 


Per page 160, I believe that the site should be inspected by an unbiased expert, 
to determine if there is any archaelogical considerations that should be protected 
before c onstruction begins. 


IX: Employment: 
106 


Since W.Berkeley is primarily a blue/collar and working class neighborhood I believe} 
that every effort should be made for the placement of neighborhood workers into the jot 
on the site including: 1. job training 2.job recruitement 3.child care 4.youth | 
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Page 3 


X Conclusion: 


I believe Scenario 2 would have an impact on the community of W. Berkeley. 
Unfortunately, W.Berkeley is under tremendous pressure from outside sources. 
The community is a fragile one and is indeed in need of the City's protection. 


I believe that the development should be humane and should preserve concepts 
such as: 

1.Open space 

2.a quality of life 

3. gradual growth vs. rapid growth 

4.stablization of existing industries/tenants/businesses/artists/crafts etc. 
5.maintain a safe and neighborly character 

6.diversity of all aspects of life 
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Response to Comment 97 


Comments noted. Changes in the proposed project (including discussion of each of 
these recommendations) are described above on pages 2 through 4. 


Response to Comment 98 
Comment noted. The project sponsor and project architects have prepared sketchs of 
the internal layout of the Durkee building and are discussing the spatial needs of 


existing tenants and potential location of these tenants in the renovated building. 
However, the issues involving particular tenants remain outside the scope of this EIR. 


Response to Comment 99 
Comment does not require a response under CEQA. The applicability of the residential 


unit preservation ordinance and the city’s rent control law is a question which is 
being addressed outside of the CEQA process. A final determination is pending. 


Response to Comment 100 

Comment noted. The revised transportation analysis is found above on pages 9 to 21 
where recommended mitigation measures address the underlying concern noted in each of 
the three points raised in this comment. 

According to the supplemental analysis, Seventh Street is approaching saturation and 
will be saturated with the development of projects planned within the next five 
years. In the recommended mitigation measures, near term actions for improvement of 


Seventh Street are.--discussed. The need for areawide improvements caused by the 
potential development of the long term cumulative projects is also discussed. 


Response to Comment 101 

See Comment and Response #1. 

Response to ree 102 

Please see The Site’s Landmark Status above (p. 5). 
Response to Gomes 103. 

Please see The Site’s Landmark Status above (p. 5). 


Response to Comment 104 . 


Comment noted. Recommended mitigation measures for forecast housing impacts are 
presented on pages 74-75, DEIR. The Office of Economic Development is presently 
developing the city’s approach to housing mitigation based on the DEIR analysis. 


Response to Comment 105 


Please see the supplemental Archeology analysis above, (p. 30). 


Response to Comment 106 


Comment noted. Please see response to comment #96. 
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To: Berkeley Board of Adjustments August 13, 1985 
Acting Lead Agency, Durkee EIR 


From: Joe Marsh, Landmarks Preservation Commissioner 


Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report, Durkee Site 


As a member of the Landmarks Preservation Commission, who will be asked to 
evaluate the Durkee Project on it's impact to the historical site, I personally 
cannot take the draft EIR seriously. In a series of public hearings last 

year, the Landmarks Preservation Commission gave landmark status to the Durkee 
site. This decision was later upheld by the City Council when appealed. 

I can only take these actions to mean that the citizens of Berkeley see this 
site as having local historical significance, and would like to preserve it if 
possible. 


I understand from reading the California Environmental Quality Act that the 
job of the EIR writer is firstly, after identifying negative environmental 
impacts, to propose alternatives to the project which would avoid or lesson 
those negative impacts. Finally, if there are no alternatives to avoid 
negative impacts they should show why. 


This report side steps that whole process by showing that when viewed under 
broader definitions than Berkeley's, the site is not historically significant. 
Berkeley's Landmark “Preservation Ordinance was set up so that people of this 

City could use local standards to evaluate historical significance. CEQA further 
states that local laws shall be taken into account and take precedence over 
broader laws. This report dismisses the significance of the local ordinance 

and the actions taken under it. 


I urge you, as I will urge my fellow Commission members, to request a rewrite 
of the section of the EIR regarding historical significance taking into account 
the local ordinance and the action taken under it without questioning those 
actions. Whether or not the site is truly historically significant is the 
decision of the Landmarks Preservation Commission. Alternatives to the single 
site plan remaining should be proposed; or,reasons why the one proposal is the 
only possibility should be set forth. 


I will not vote for approval of any action until the EIR is rewitten. 


ec: Honorable Mayor and City Councilmembers 
Landmarks Preservation Commission 
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Response to Comment 107 


Comment noted. Please see The Site’s Landmark Status above (p. 5) and the response 
to comment #67. 
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omy ACS oh 


Board of Adjustments 
City of Berkeley 


Dear Sir/Madam, 
\ 


I am co-founder of Sybase, a computer software firm located in Berkeley. We are a startup 
experiencing very rapid and successful growth having expanded from 1 to 50 people in less than 2 
years. I am also a Berkeley resident and have lived in the Berkeley-Albany area since starting as 
a freshman at Cal in 1970 - thus I have had a long time to observe and participate in Berkeley 
City Government. 


I would very much like to see the business I started continue to stay within the City of Berkeley 
and continue a mutually beneficial relationship. Recent actions between the Warham group, my 
landlord, and the various governing bodies of the City of Berkeley have made me very nervous. 
My concern is the lack of an organized process for encouraging and/or discouraging business 
development in the City of Berkeley. If the City would like to encourage service businesses such 
as mine which employs large numbers of people with minimum demand on city services, it must 
have a rational way to encourage the development of new and renovated office structures. 


I originally was interested in the South-West Berkeley area because the land was relatively 
unused, it would not conflict with residential development, and the area as a whole would benefit 
from land improvement. I didn’t imagine that the City would disagree. Yet in the last 18 
months attempts to improve some of the land have been stalled. You must be in a position to 
either tell people yes or no - not just to delay indefinitely. By the end of 1987, Sybase expects to 
have 90 employees and will be out of office space. I have no confidence that it will be possible to 
construct a larger building to house the company within the City of Berkeley. While Emeryville 
is only two blocks away, I would like to work with the Board and continue to remain in Berkeley 
in a mutually desired location. I urge the Board to quickly develop a rational process which will 
allow businesses and developers to work with the City, otherwise, the City of Berkeley will need- 
lessly continue to lose desirable jobs and revenue while land remains idle and useless. In such a 
situation, no one gains. 


Sot eee 
ae taney, Cie 


Dr. Robert Epstein 
Executive Vice President 
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Response to Comment 108 


Comments noted. No response necessary. 
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FROM: 


August 25, 1986 Aes 


| Ore 75. 
BERKELEY BOARD OF ADJUSTMENTS, LEAD AGENCY, DURKEE E.I.R. “6 py, :. 
ey 
° “VV 
MAARS STEERING COMMITTEE AUG on .. 
Merchants, Artisans, Artists and Residents of SW Berkeley Am basis 


Our comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for 


the Durkee Project are as follows: 


Traffic and parking 

The traffic considerations do not seem adequate. Although 
the site will accomodate 30).cars, there is no olan as to 
how to move this larger number of conmute vehicles in and 
out during peak rush hours, One Suggestion naghbebe to 
add a signal light at Heinz & Seventh. This would not 
interrupt through traffic on Seventh St. if it were timed 
orcperly with the signals at Anthony & Seventh and Asnby, 
and would allow traffic to flow out of the west office 
building onto Seventh to the left or rignt and onto San 
Pablo via Heinz. 


We would also suggest that a comprehensive traffic study 
be done which includes a circulation study of the pro- 
posed conversion of the Heinz Buii@ing (60,02), sq. ft. 

of offices), the Whole Earth Access Sudidings (193,935 

sq. ft. of retail), Parker Plaza (16),29) Sq. £t. offices), 
AIRCO -Pemescal (160,939 sq. ft. industrial and offices), 
and the Durkee Site project (129,90) sq. ft. mixed use). 


The cumulative effect of these projects, some proposed and 
others completed, are having a tremendous impact on traffic 
in the area. This Draft EIR lists other projects in the 
area but does not attempt to address the cumulative impacts 
these projects will have nor suggest mitigations. 


Another suggestion might be to coordinate the working hours 
so that buildings using the same streets as feeders into 
Ashby and San Pablo empty at staggered intervals. 


The EIR does not address the cumulative impact of the 
above-mentioned projects on the residential sections of 
this 25 block area. There are by nost recent count 175 
residences in the area. 


MAARS supports the idea of developing inore live-work space 
on the site, specifically in the Durxee Buriding. This 
would also mitigate somewhat the net housing impacts of 
this project. 
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We believe that this project and all other projects 
underway or proposed in this study area should be co- 
ordinated with land use goals in the city's Master Plan 


eles 
and in the West Berkeley Area Planning Committee's 
"Land Use Elements". To the extent that this Plan is 
inconsistent with these goals, it should be altered to 
comply. : 
More mixed uses and diverse architectural styles need to 116 


be incorporated into the plan. 


MAARS STEERING COMMITTEE 
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Response to Comment 109 


The traffic mitigation measures recommend that the intersection of Seventh/Anthony be 
signalized. It further recommends that project traffic exit via Fifth Street to 
Anthony, and then on to the intersection. Signalization of this intersection should 
provide greater ease of movement than at the wunsignalized intersection of 
Seventh/Heinz thereby attracting in and out traffic to the alternative route sug- 
gested. An exception to this flow would be southbound traffic on Seventh turning 
tight onto Heinz and then into one of the project parking lots or the garage. 


The supplemental cumulative project impact analysis indicates that with other planned 
development, a signal will also be required at the intersection of Seventh/Heinz 
within the next five years. When this signal is installed, is could also serve 
project traffic. 


Response to Comment 110 


The supplemental analysis presented above includes several potential development 
projects in southwest Berkeley and Emeryville which were not included in the DEIR (C- 
6 through C-11). The transportation analysis includes projected traffic from all of 
these developments and recommends mitigation measures as appropriate. In addition to 
considering an increased number of projects, the supplemental analysis evaluates the 
effects of these projects on segments of I-80 and the freeway ramps at University and 
Ashby Avenues. 


As recommended in the supplemental analysis, the City of Berkeley should undertake a 
comprehensive traffic study of southwest Berkeley once the probabilities of actual 
development on each -of ‘the sites becomes clearer. 


Response to Comment 111 


The DEIR and supplemental analysis clearly forecast intersection levels of service in 
the D and E range at specified intersections. Buildout of space allowable under the 
Berkeley Waterfront Plan and the Emeryville Bayfront Plan would worsen these levels 
considerably. Rather than have a relatively small project (see Table 20, p. 135, 
DEIR for project share of total traffic generated at critical intersections) respon- 
sible for correcting large-scale roadway inadequacies, the City should undertake a 
comprehensive traffic study of southwest Berkeley. 


ri 


Response to Comment 112 


Securing flextime agreements from companies at the proposed project would be one 
potential means of shifting a small portion of the peak traffic demand at critical 
intersections to other times of day. However, the levels of service forecast are 
severe enough that this method alone would have only a minor effect. 


Response to Comment 113 


The DEIR discusses the potential impact of the proposed project on housing demand in 
Berkeley and suggests that the relatively inexpensive housing stock in west Berkeley 
continues to be a prime target of new in-migrants to the city. Other impacts such as 
noise, air quality and traffic would impact residences just as they would commercial 
and industrial uses. 
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Response to Comment 114 


Comment noted. Inclusion of additional live/work units in the Durkee Building could 
mitigate some of the housing impacts of the proposed project, though a very small 
portion. The Office of Economic Development is presently refining the city’s ap- 


proach to housing mitigation based on the analysis presented in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 115 

Pages 49-52 and 54, DEIR, discuss the various land use goals and policies relevant to 
review of the proposed project. Please see Comment and Response #84 in regard to the 
present status of the West Berkeley Area Planning Committee’s work. 


Response to Comment 116 


Comment noted. Modifications to the project based on this comment and others of a 
similar nature can be found in the Project Revisions section above (pp. 2-4) 


103 


LYNN TURNER 
QUICKSILVER POTTERY 
2547 8th STREET, STUDIO U 
BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94710 

(415) 549-0588 AU 


TO THE BOARD 
25 August 1986 AUG 26 1986 


Board cf Adjustments 
City of Berkeley 
2180 Milvia street 
Berkeley, CA 94704 


Dear Sirs: 


® 


I wish to address the Durkee EIR“teport recently published. 
The study made of the traffic on Ashby does not reflect 

the reality of the situation on 7th and Ashby and Ashby 

and San Pablo. I use the 7th street intersection once or 
twice daily. In the past few monthsfwith the completion um 
of Aquatic Park Center and the expansion of the Whole Earth 
Access Center we have bad traffic jams. .Ir outinely wait 
2-3 lights before entering Ashby from 7th, or jth fromAshby. 
There are some clear times, but there is heavy eratrtic 1 
days a week. All of us in the neighborhood are aware of the 
conjestion, it is a popular subject of conversation. 


With the completion of additional projects in the area the 
traffic situation will be out of hand. I am referring to 

the proposed Colgate development, the Heinz building il 
conversion, the expansion ofWhole Earth, theDurkee develop- 
ment, the Emeryville Bay Center Office Park (and housing), 

in addition to the parking and traffic problems generated 

by new developments such as Parker Plaza further North. 

At no time did I see any evidence of traffic counters on } 
Ashby, there were never metering devices inthe roadway. ce 
This report needs to be redone so that it adequately reflects 
the true situation. 


Sin¢gerely, 


‘PO CPERKE f9(2ST- BRGY [~ = FEARES Ao 
Ne i IGT) (C2 gias A 
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Response to Comment 117 
Please see the supplemental Traffic analysis, above (p. 9). 
Response to Comment 118 


Comment agrees with DEIR. Please see Responses to Comment #111 for additional 
recommendation. 


Response to Comment 119 


Please see the supplemental Traffic analysis above (p. 9), which used new intersec- 
tion traffic counts, taken to update the city’s existing database. 
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PERSONS TESTIFYING AT THE PUBLIC HEARINGS 
FIRST PUBLIC HEARING 


Tamlin Bright read into the record the written comments of Joe Marsh (which appear 
herein as Comment and Response #107). - 


Comment 120 (Jerome Carlin) 


The Jewish Community Theatre, which would be housed in the Spice Building, would be 
performing in a 200 seat theatre, not a 600 seat theatre as mentioned in the DEIR. 


Response to Comment 120 
Comment noted. 
Comment 121 (Jerome Carlin) 


The DEIR could have included a greater discussion of the positive benefits of retain- 
ing the Jewish Community Theatre in the local community. 


Response to Comment 121 
Comment noted. 
Comment 122 (Jerome Carlin) 


The developers (Wareham Development) are bearing the remodeling costs and are subsi- 
dizing the theatre with reduced rents. 


Response to Comment 122 


Comment noted. 
Comment 123 (Jerome Carlin) 


The delays in project approval are forcing the theatre to use a performance facility 
in San Francisco for the upcoming season. 
Vv 


Response to Comment 123 


Comment noted. 


u 


Comment _124 (Susan Druding) 
The existing intersection level of service designations listed in the DEIR for the 


intersections of Ashby/San Pablo and Ashby/Seventh Street are inconsistent with 
traffic congestion she has seen and recorded in recent months. 


Response to Comment 124 
The supplemental Transportation analysis includes the measurement of new traffic 


volume counts at these intersections and made use of the new counts in the forecast 
of future levels of service. 


106 


>> 


banat me 


aD ; : ee — i ' 
iorrse mS Ty! et Te Clr Crea eas a a 
_ —_ p/ yatta eet Oo 75a" or 
7 
a : ae 
: oe MATTE Qywit se = _, 
- 
- - O>A< oF 2 a oy GRU am 6 WEN ew! cite pi ; 
7 , "wie by A Pe) s ; ome co ia » ata 7 
: a 7 ~~ _ 
7 a 
: , Me pe ae = 
ant 5S; 
st haay aa EAT 
: 
A 4 ec? ed . sie @ “_ » 
qi —_o. = oh ab (ae Iice8 : 
ies ZS 
< 7 ec _ 
> nea td (4: eae A (eaeu PAD Oi pica uj 4r=<6 : 
@°tA samme? Bs 7 4 
= 
- @ 
hie %2 —— = 
(maears 
el an 7 
(g0tse) amin’) -[ o> 
’ 7 : 
ia try is . 1 Gane a iba) ot hae wheag i) «paf= y 


OR yi tad’ <a 3& edarm= ine ai 
= 


Comment_125 (Betsey Strange) 
Agrees with earlier comment that the existing intersection level of service designa- 


tions listed in the DEIR for the intersections of Ashby/San Pablo and Ashby/Seventh 
Street are too low. 


Response to Comment 125 
Please see Response to Comment #124. 
Comment _ 126 (Betsey Strange) 


National standards are inappropriate benchmarks against which to judge the landmark 
status of the site. 


Response to Comment 126 

Please see The Site’s Landmark Status above (p. 5). 

Comment _127 (Betsey Strange) 

The environmental review should include additional archeological analysis. 

Response to Comment 127 

Please see the supplemental analysis of Archeology above (p. 30). 

Comment _ 128 (Betsey.Strange) 

The list of cumulative projects should be expanded to include those projects which 


have been proposed in the interim between the time the majority of the DEIR was 
completed and the DEIR public hearing. 


Response to Comment 128 


The supplemental analysis of Cumulative issues has done so (p. 22). 


Myrna Walton agrees with many of the comments set forth by Jerome Carlin (comments 
#120-123) and believes that help for non-profit theatres is needed. No response to 
these comments is necessary. 


Comment _129 (John Shea) 


u 


Agrees with earlier comment that the existing intersection level of service designa- 
tions listed in the DEIR for the intersections of Ashby/San Pablo and Ashby/Seventh 
Street are too low. 


Response to Comment 129 
Please see Response to Comment #124. 
Comment _130 (Leslie Jones). 


The DEIR does not describe the site well enough. 
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Response to Comment 130 


The DEIR and Appendices include a wealth of material describing the site and its 
context: over 15 pages of text describing the physical, industrial and political 
history of the site, and the surrounding land uses found on adjacent blocks; two 
historic photographs; fourteen current photographs; ome study area parcel-specific 
land use map; and one map listing every business in the 30-block larger study area. 


The analysis of site and structual characteristics presented under the heading of 
Historic and Architectural Resources Impacts (p. 55 and 56) has resulted in no small 
amount of disagreement (see Comments 29-49 and 67-83), which have been addressed in 
the supplemental analysis above titled The Site’s Landmark Status, but the authors 
firmly believe that the environmental setting of the proposed project has, if any- 
thing, been overdescribed. 


Comment 131 (Leslie Jones) 


The DEIR does not state impacts in a way which links specific impacts with mitigation 
measures. 


Response to Comment 131 

Please see The Site’s Landmark Status above (p. 5). 

Comment 132 (Leslie Jones) 

The mitigation measure which recommends that the project utilize design elements 
which could help the buildings look more industrial does not sufficiently mitigate 
the project's impacts. 

Response to Comment 132 

Comment noted. Please see The Site’s Landmark Status above (p. 5). 

Comment _133 (Leslie Jones) 

The mitigation measure suggesting that the applicant could contribute funding toward 


the preservation of an offsite historically significant structure or site is not 
enough of a step to mitigate the project’s impacts. 


Response to Comment 133 


Comment noted. This mitigation was one of a number from which the LPC may decide to 
choose. The supplemental materials above provide suggestions for still other poten- 
tial mitigations. 


Comment _134 (Leslie Jones) 
The Landmarks Preservation Commisssion (LPC) intended for development at the site to 


be consistent with the existing industrial fabric of these blocks of southwest 
Berkeley. "More nooks and crannies" are needed. 
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Response to Comment 134 


Comment noted. Modifications to the project based on this comment and others of a 
similar nature can be found in the Project Revisions section above (pp. 2-4). 


Comment 135 (Laurie Bright) 


The onsite auto repair business (see Figure 18, Photo 3, p.38, DEIR) is being relo- 
cated to another structure in southwest Berkeley. 


Response to Comment 135 

Comment noted. 

Comment _136 (Laurie Bright) 

The CEQA process which has occurred to date in the case of the proposed project 


represents a good faith effort at compliance by all parties. A lot of dialogue has 
resulted. 


Response to Comment 136 

Comment noted. 

Comment _137 (Laurie Bright) 

The historic preservation impacts have not been adequately addressed. 

Response to Comment _137 

Please see The Site’s Landmark Status above (p. 5). 

Comment_138 (Laurie Bright) 

Funding for any housing mitigation measures should be spent in west Berkeley only. 


Response to Comment 138 


The Office of Economie Development is presently refining the city's approach to 
housing mitigation based on the analysis presented in the DEIR. It may be possible 
for appointed and elected decisionmakers to enact a policy of targeting housing 
mitigation payments to specific neighborhoods, but such a recommendation falls out- 
side the scope of CEQA. ~ 


Comment _ 139 (Laurie Bright) 


The revisions to Scenario Two should include the retention of all live/work spaces in 
the Durkee Building. 


Response to Comment 139 


The project sponsor has commited to retaining four live/work spaces in the Durkee 
Building. Please also see Response to Comment #98. 
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Comment 140 (Laurie Bright) 


Several potential development projects (with which the commentor is familiar) were 
omitted from the cumulative development in the DEIR. 


Response to Comment _140 


As presented above in the supplemental analysis of Cumulative impacts, a new expanded 
list of potential cumulative development projects has been prepared and impacts 
forecast on this basis. 


Comment 141 (Mike Helm) 


Traffic is his concern and his suggestion is that Heinz Street be used to allow 
access to San Pablo. There is less-residential development along Heinz Street than 
Grayson on which he lives. Furthermore, could Heinz be designated as a reversible 
one-way street (e.g. one-way, say, east, in the morning, and the other way, west, in 
the evening)? 


. 


Response to Comment 141 


The DEIR (pp. 98-101) and supplemental Transportation analysis above (pp. 9-22) 
recommend traffic improvements for the roadway network in the vicinity of the site. 


Comment 142 (Jason Guy) 


The DEIR left out any discussion of wildlife, specifically three owls which could be 
seen at the site as recently as May 1986. 


Response to Comment 142 

Comment noted. The initial study (Appendix A, p. 156, DEIR) prepared by city staff 
determined that no significant impact on animal life would result from approval of 
the proposed project. 

Comment 143 (Ed Moore) 


The DEIR is a good report as a whole. 


Response to Comment 143 
Comment noted, appreciatively. 
Comment_144 (Ed Moore) 


Aquatic Park is nearer the site than the 100 yards mentioned in the DEIR. When one 
considers the embankment running downhill from the railroad right-of-way, it is more 
like 100 feet away. 


Response to Comment 144 


At its nearest edge, just beyond the railroad tracks due west of the site, the 
Aquatic Park boundary may be as near as 100 feet. The boundary approximation of 100 
yards used in the DEIR is inaccurate, though the grassy and pedestrian walkway 
portion of the park lies closer to 100 yards from the edge of the project site. 
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Comment 145 (Ed Moore) 


The design of buildings and their inter-relationships in a project like this one are 
critical. Even the traffic patterns could be changed through more thoughtful design. 
Response to Comment 145 


Comment noted. 
Comment_146 (Ed Moore) 


In response to a question from Board of Adjustments member Sam Trosow, Mr. Moore 
said he did not believe that it was a shortcoming of the DEIR not to have examined a 
housing alternative. The site has been designated for industrial/manufacturing uses 
for a long time and the West Berkeley Area Plan Committee has agreed that this 
designation should continue. 


Response to Comment 146 
Comment is in agreement with the DEIR and is noted for the record. 
Comment _147 (Ed Moore) 


In response to a second question from Mr. Trosow, Mr. Moore reiterated his point that 
neither the staff nor the consultant can be faulted for not considering a residential 
land use alternative on the site. 


Response to Comment 147 


. 


Comment noted. 

Jane Edgington, representing the Berkeley Architectural Hertitage Association (BAHA), 
read into the hearing record the letter sent by the board of BAHA. That letter 
appears in its entirety above and has been designated as Comments and Responses #6/- 
83. No separate response is necessary to the verbal recitation of the same comments 
at this hearing. 

Comment_148 (Robert Reiter) 


Traffic is his chief concern. Today’s traffic is worse than described in the DEIR. 


Response to Comment _148 


Please see Response to Comment #124. 
Comment_149 (Robert Reiter) 


Because the Seventh Street corridor has few traffic signals, the south-bound morning 
traffic on Seventh Street [in the vicinity of the site] backs up for five blocks. 


Response to Comment 149 


Comment noted. 
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Comment _150 (Robert Reiter) 


He approves of the recommendations in the DEIR regarding tenants in the Durkee 
Building. As a tenant in the building, he is in negotiations with the project 
sponsor regarding his future lease. 


Response to Comment 150 


No response necessary. 
Comment _151 (Rick Auerbach) 


Agrees with earlier comment that the existing intersection level of service designa- 
tions listed in the DEIR for the intersections of Ashby/San Pablo and Ashby/Seventh 
Street are too low. 


Response to Comment 151 


Please see Response to Comment #124. 
Comment _152 (Rick Auerbach) 


Additional cumulative development projects which were not included in the DEIR were 
listed. 


Response to Comment 152 


These projects and others have been included in the supplemental Cumulative analysis 
(p. 9) and Transportation analysis (p. 22) above. 


Comment 153 (Rick Auerbach) 


The environmental review should include additional archeological analysis. 


Response to Comment 153 


Please see the supplemental analysis of Archeology above (p. 30). 
Comment 154 (Rick Auerbach) 


The FEIR should include a discussion of the West Berkeley Plan Overall Vision and 
Goals document. It is the opinion of the commentor that the proposed project is not 
consistent with the general direction provided in that document. 


Response to Comment 154 


Comment #91 also raises the question of the degree of specificity found in the draft 
West Berkeley Plan document as well as the standing which the draft currently enjoys. 
As noted in the Response to Comment #91, the draft has no official standing. For the 
EIR to use this working draft as an official element of the city’s Master Plan would 
be inappropriate; it has a long way to go through the public review and adoption 
process before it attains the distinction of city policy. More importantly however, 
the Overall Vision and Goals document is insufficiently directive to be of value in 
evaluating a specific development project on the Durkee site. 
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Comment_155 (Rick Auerbach) 
Housing on the site would result in positive mitigation of traffic impacts. 


Response to Comment 155 
Please see Comments and Responses #146 and #147. 
Comment _ 156 (Rick Auerbach) 


The Wareham projects (in Berkeley and in nearby areas of Emeryville) have a greater 
growth-inducing impact than that described in the DEIR. 


Response to Comment 156 


Two key characteristics of the study area lead the authors of the EIR to hold the 
opinion that growth-inducing effects of this project in and of itself would be 
relatively minor. 


First, the development pressure presently being experienced in west Berkeley and in 
Emeryville has been under way for at least two to three years now and will exist for 
the indefinite future. 


Second, the several large-scale approved projects and two areawide plans for develop- 
ment which focus on sites and districts in or adjacent to southwest Berkeley hold a 
growth-inducing potential hundreds of times as great as that of this mixed-use proj- 
CCien 


In summary, development pressures in southwest Berkeley have occurred and will con- 
tinue with or without the proposed project, and the individual effect of this project 
should not be noticeable. (Please see the supplemental analysis of Cumulative 
Impacts above for a discussion of the effects of all of the potential new development 
in southwest Berkeley on traffic and other environmental topic areas.) 


Comment_157 (Roberto Barragan) 


The DEIR does not reflect progress made by the West Berkeley Area Planning Committee. 
A goals document is now available. 


Response to Comment 157 


Please see Response to.Comment #91. 


Comment _158 (Roberto Barragan) 

He is concerned about the fit of the proposed project in the M zoning district. 
Scenario Two is not completely consistent with the goals of the Area Planning Commit- 
tee, but it does represent a good approach. He suggested that the city may wish to 


enact some form of interim controls on development to maintain mixed uses. Would 
like to see project proceed expeditiously. 


Response to Comment _158 


Comments noted. 
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Comment 159 (Roberto Barragan) 


General comments about critical nature of traffic problems and questions about DEIR 
transportation section. 


Response to Comment 159 
Please see supplemental Transportation analysis above (p. 9). 
Comment _ 160 (Phillip Friedman) 


Read into record a letter from Mr. Robert Epstein (which appears above as Comment and 
Response #108. 


Response to Comment 160 


No response necessary. 
Comment 161 (Darrell deTienne) 


The project architect broadly described some of the changes which are proposed and 
reminded the audience and Board that several of the mechanisms for establishing 
specific mitigation measures for environmental impacts (e.g., traffic and housing) 
are not yet in place. 


Response to Comment 161 


Comments noted. No response necessary. 
Comment 162 (Bob Sparks) 


More time is necessary for adequate review of the project by Berkeley citizens. The 
Aquatic Park development represents the destruction of a neighborhood. The landmark 
designation was applied not because of tenants in the buildings but for historic and 
structural reasons. 


Response to Comment 162 
Comments noted. No response necessary. 
ri 


Comment_163 (Zona Sage) 


As attormey representing Durkee Building tenants in negotiations with project spon- 
sor, she feels more attentton should be given to the issue of displacement. 


Response to Comment 163 


Negotiations between represetatives of the tenants and the landlords are underway at 
this time, though formal agreement as to the facts or interpretation of legal issues 
has not yet been completed. 
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Comment 164 (Rena Rickels) 


Wareham 
housing 
reasons 
forecast 
lated to 


accepts the DEIR in general but has reservations about the employment and 
section. She has submitted a letter (see Appendix D) which argues for two 
that the housing impact of the proposed project would not be as great as 
in the DEIR. Several other general comments about the project itself (unre- 
the DEIR analysis) were also made. 


Response to Comment 164 


The projection of both employment and housing impacts is an art which is subject to 
empirical data, estimates of future conditions and many assumptions. The submitted 
materials make a case for a lower level of housing impact than that forecast in the 


DEIR. 


However, the DEIR'’s more conservative approach is more consistent with the 


letter and spirit of CEQA. This is particularly true given the uncertainty over 
tenant selection throughout the project. 


Comment_165 (Rich Robbins) 


General discussion of project and review process. 


Response to Comment 165 


No response necessary. 


Comment 166 (Keith Cranberg) 


Live/work space should be retained at the Durkee Site. 


Response to Comment 166 


No response necessary. 


SECOND PUBLIC HEARING 


Comment _167 (Leslie Jones) 


Several comments regarding the adequacy of the DEIR section on Historic and Architec- 
tural Resources Impacts were reiterated. 


Response to Comment _167 


u 


Please see supplemental analysis of The Site’s Landmark Status (p. 5). 


Comment_168 (Leslie Jones) 


Several 
project 
project. 


general comments involving the revisions to the project as set forth by the 
architect and questions about whether they represent the "official" proposed 
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Response to Comment 168 

The current proposed project, which includes refinements described at this public 
hearing, is set forth above under Project Revisions (pp. 2-4). It is likely that 
minor changes will continue to be incorporated into the project as a result of 
ongoing inputs from and negotiations among interested groups and individuals (see 
footnote 1, p. 1 above). 

Comment 169 (Gil Kelley) 

Mr. Kelley distributed the letter from MAARS to members of the Board. 

Response to Comment 169 

See Responses to Comments #109-116. 

Comment_170 (Darrell deTienne) 

Descriptive information regarding recent project revisions was presented. 

Response to Comment 170 

Please see Revised Project (pp. 2-4). 


Comment 171 (Rick Auerbach) 


There were four live/work spaces when Wareham Development purchased the site and 
there should be (at -least) four once a new project is completed. 


Response to Comment 171 


Comment noted. No response necessary. 
Comment_172 (Rick Auerbach) 


The Berkeley Master Plan says future development should reinforce existing land uses. 
The "“industrial/R&D/retail" designation proposed for some buildings in this project 
will simply gravitate toward pure R&D uses, not industrial uses. 


Response to Comment 172 

Comment noted. It is possible that this could happen. The Board of Adjustmentments 
may wish to exercise control over the wording of the subsequent use permit which 
would require a specified allocation of square footage to land use types. 


Comment 173 (Leslie Jones) 


The hope was expressed that the FEIR would address the "fact" that the neighborhood 
surrounding the site is becoming "monolithic" in its use and character. 


116 


ats) = ora) * (en? dernier po tebe. je! ifs ot pany: 


=) 


a oe 


en -ee wie : = ee va = 


ie a eye ir 
are ie] nen 7 —, ae ve > oc-. —y 


iT Ch ipa. =e 
@ ; ian & qn & © , oe€ 2h: 4 A — > = La) _ 


2) ar ome < emo 
giana. ITet: ifercedli VL Zee 
an) evel RiVe! <a aes) guiidages ocsoormint w3- 
G3) ceee) 26 seem 
-e Da SAG Baal oet em oanéi 
(dante Galt} 2“ 6~——~C~S< 


Oe Gee rs 


lisp Serge: 7 ee ae a Awe pat eer ; 
ar maim GY « 66m Bi Ces. as of tant etare 


3.) eet 21 ieee 

i —Zese Ws Sur Se on aa 

oe i Se 

oe atesah vera oye 0's Leah cen x 


bist e448 Sees —hoerige ay: Ci pane! So and 
oxo jaViciek oo ee, Shey Cees Bee wleie 


 —  ! 


Response to Comment 173 


The authors of this report believe that the DEIR description (pp. 45-49, DEIR) of the 
land uses in the larger study area--which indicates a wide variety of uses in a 
heterogeneous building stock--is accurate. As described there and in Chapter V, 
Cumulative Impacts, development patterns are changing in southwest Berkeley and 
throughout nearby Emeryville. The pressures for development underlying these changes 
are caused by a variety of very complex factors, most of which are independent of the 
proposed project. The project, by including a variety of uses and by retaining older 
structures in addition to building newer ones, would help reinforce the existing 
variety in the area. 


Comment 174 (Leslie Jones) 


A comment was made that housing on the site would lead to benefits for the city. 
Housing would serve as a mitigation measure of sorts. 


Response to Comment 174 

Please see Comments and Responses #146 and #183. 

Comment _175 (Laurie Bright) 

The letter from BAHA was paraphrased. 

Response to Comment 175 

Please see Comments and Responses #67-83. 

Comment _176 (Laurie Bright) 

Board member Trosow asked Mr. Bright for examples of instances in which the DEIR is 


internally inconsistent and one example was noted (see Comment and Response #72, 
pp. 73 and-76). 


Response to Comment 176 


No additional response necessary. 


ras 


Comment _177 (Laurie Bright) 


Board member Trosow asked staff member Gil Kelley why it was that the DEIR focused 
more attention on state arid national standards for its findings with regard to the 
landmark designation of the site, and less on the LPC’s criteria which stem from the 
local landmark preservation ordinance. 


Response to Comment 177 
Mr. Kelley responded and the EIR consultants agree that a more thorough inclusion of 


the local criteria would be appropriate to include. Please see The Site’s Landmark 
Status above (p. 5). 
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Comment _178 (Bob Sparks) 


The smokestack no longer has its building surrounding it and the safety of workers in 
a new building there would be questionable. 


Response to Comment 178 

As part of the analysis prepared for the DEIR, Mundie & Associates engaged a_ struc- 
tural engineering firm (GFDS Engineers, San Francisco) to review all of the onsite 
structures and evaluate the cost estimates prepared for Wareham Development with 
regard to retaining the smokestack and bracing it to withstand potential earthquake 
ground movement. 

The conclusion of this independent analysis was that retention of the smokestack 
could be done as part of the project, but that it would be relatively costly. Te 
would be the responsibility of the project sponsor to meet all local building and 
safety codes. 


Comment 179 (Walt Milliken, Board of Adjustments) 


The DEIR would have been better if it included an alternative maintaining the land 
uses as they historically have been. 


Response to Comment 179 

Please see Alternatives to the Proposed Project (pp. 139-145, DEIR) where "Alterna- 
tive B: Maintaining or Expanding Live/Work Space and Retention of Other Existing 
Land Uses in Renovated Structures" attempts to achieve this objective. 

Comment 180 (Walt Milliken, Board of Adjustments) 

Some of the Caltrans concerns are also of concern to him. 


Response to Comment 180 


Please see Conments and Response #4-21 and the supplemental Transportation analysis 
above (p. 9). 


Comment 181 (Walt Milliken, Board of Adjustments) 

General comment in favor of childcare mitigation measure recommended in DEIR. 
Response to Comment 181 . 

Comment noted. 

Comment_182 (Catherine Roha, Board of Adjustments) 


The Final EIR sections addressing historic preservation should be presented for 
review prior to the Board meeting at which FEIR certification is scheduled. 


Response to Comment 182 


This FEIR is being circulated for thirty days prior to certification. 
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Comment _183 (Sam Trosow, Board of Adjustments) 
Which alternative addresses the potential for additional housing at the site? 


Response to Comment 183 


Mr. Kelley responded (and the EIR consultants agree) that the site is inappropriate 
for significant levels of new housing development, other than live/work. The only 
area for significant housing onsite would be at the west end, which is inappropriate 
due to its proximity to the railroad (and associated noises). For these reasons, 
analysis of an alternative including additional onsite housing was not part of the 
original scope of services. Furthermore, no discussion of including a housing alter- 
native was ever broached at the scoping sessions held on the project. 


Comment _ 184 (David Taylor, Chairperson, Board of Adjustments) 
Agrees with earlier comment that the existing intersection level of service designa- 


tions listed in the DEIR for the intersections of Ashby/San Pablo and Ashby/Seventh 
Street are too low. 


Response to Comment 184 

Please see Response to Comment #124. 

Comment _185 (David Taylor, Chairperson, Board of Adjustments) 

The cumulative project list should be expanded to include the Emeryville project 


mentioned by an earlier speaker and any other potentially significant development 
projects. 


Response to Comment 185 


As noted in previous responses, the list of cumulative development projects has been 
expanded and takes into account in all of the supplemental analyses presented above. 
See supplemental analysis of Cumulative Impacts (p. 22) for expanded list and proj- 
ect characteristics. 
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APPENDIX A 


LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION 


Martin Luther King, Jr. Regular Meeting 
Civic Center Building August 18, 1986 
2188 Milvia Street 


Berkeley, CA 94704 


ibs 


Lil. 


MINUTES 


ROLL CALL 


Commissioners Present: Jones, Manning, Marsh, Scherer, Sparks, Stein 


Youngmeister 
Absent: Kasin : 
Staff Present: Mark Paez 


After the roll call, staff reported on the current Commission 
composition. First, it was announced that the appointment of Joe Marsh 
was official as he had filed all the necessary documents with the City 
Clerk. Secondly, staff disclosed that Commissioner Ehrenberger was 
allowed to maintain his appointment until such time as Commissioner 
Woodbridge. is replaced. Staff concluded by stating that Richard 
Ehrenberger had yet to confirm whether or not he would continue to serve 
on the Commission. 


APPROVAL OF MINUTES 


The following correction was made to the July 21, 1986 minutes: 


Item III.B - Tupper & Reed Building - the vote was corrected to list 
Sparks as a yes and to indicate that Commissioner Scherer was absent. 


It was MSC (Jomes/Marsh) to approve the July 2lst corrected minutes. 
The Motion Passed: Unanimous; ABSENT: Kasin, 


OLD BUSINESS (Continued from July 21, 1986 meeting) 


ue 


A. Review of Draft Environmental Impact Report - Aquatic Park Center 


Project (Durkee Site). 


Vice Chair Stein announced that he would chair the meeting on all 
matters related to the Durkee Project as Chair Youngmeister had 
stepped down from the Durkee Task Force permanently and the 
Commission temporarily when any discussions or deliberations 
regarding any aspect of this project are addressed by the Commission. 
Staff distributed a memorandum from the City Attorney on the issue of 
Youngmeister's possible conflict of interest should he be retained by 
the Wareham Group to provide architectural services. Chair 
Youngmeister distributed a letter to the Commission disclosing his 
status with regard to the Commission and the Durkee Task Force. 
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LPC MINUTES August 18, 1986 


Prior to the discussion of the Environmental imoact Report (EIR), the 
Commission questioned staff as to the impetus for the August 4th 
letter from Chair Youngmeister regarding the status of the Durkee 
Project and the Landmarks Ordinance in general. Staff reported that 
Chair Youngmeister had received an inquiry from the Wareham Group for 
Clarification of several provisions of the ordinance and the status 
of their demolition permits. Staff continued by stating that 
Youngmeister felt that the request warranted a letter and that they 
had jointly drafted the letter. Upon completion, the letter was sent 
to the City Attorney for review and comment and was determined to be 
accurate. Staff concluded by stating that it is not unusual for 
applicants/property owners to make inquiries about the limitations 
imposed when a building is landmarked and that a letter of this type 
seems appropriate in this case, given the complexity of the project 
and number of questions asked. The Commission identified several 
errors in the letter. 


It was MSC (Jones/Sparks) to direct staff to prepare a draft letter 
for Commission review which would correct the assumptions and factual 
errors made in the LPC letter to Warenam properties dated August 4, 
1986, prepared by Chairperson Youngmeister. 


The Motion Passed: AYES: Jones, Manning, Marsh, Scherer, Sparks, 
Stein; NAY: - ; ABSTAIN: - ; ABSENT: Kasin.. 


Following the motion, staff introduced the matter, briefly outlining 
the project history and introduced Gil Kelley. Mr. Kelley, the 
City's Enviromental Planner, who is responsible for coordinating the 
preparation of the EIR, gave a presentation on the Commission's role 

in this enviromental review process. 


The Commission is being asked to comment, either individually or 
collectively, on the accuracy, completeness and adequacy of the 
Draft. This document has also been made available to other boards 
and commissions, and to the general public for comment. All 
substantive comments will be responded to in the Final EIR. 


The Board .of Adjustments (Lead Agency for this project) is 
responsible for taking testimony on the Draft EIR and, eventually, 
for certifying the final EIR. All comments will be forwarded to the 
Board by August 8, 1986. The Board will also be holding a public 
hearing to take verbal comments (tentatively scheduled for August 13, 
1986). 


The role of the LPC in this environmental review process is one of 
review and comment. Under the California Environmental Quality Act, 

the Commission acts as a “responsible agency", that is one which may 
later be asked to act on the proposed project in some way, amd which 
therefore has an interest in seeing that its concerns are addressed 
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LPC MINUTES August 18, 1986 


in the EIR, but which is not the agency which takes the primary 
action on the project - in this case, the Board of Adjustments. No 
formal action on the EIR, other than to review and comment, is 
required of the LPC. However, because this is a designated landmark 
site, and because the Commission will later be asked to act on the 
development proposal, staff strongly recommends that Commissioners 
read and review this Draft EIR, and that the Commission forward its 
comments to the Board. 


In reviewing and commenting on the Draft EIR, it is best to focus on 
the form accuracy, completeness, and adequacy of the environmental 
analysis presented, rather than on your feelings about the project 
itself. For instance, you might ask yourself, “Does the EIR 
adequately project the consequences of this proposed development, in 
terms of its compatibility with neighboring structures, or its 
potential to displace existing land uses?", rather than asking 
yourself, "Do I like this arrangement of uses within the site plan?", 
or "Is this what I would prefer, in terms of building materials?" 
The purpose of the EIR is to serve as an informational document 
which describes what environmental consequences would be likely to 
occur if the project, as proposed, were approved. Your full 
consideration of the merits of the project itself is reserved for 
consieration of the use permit application. 


The EIR, once finalized and certified, does not constitute project 
approval. However, the discussion of mitigation measures and project 
alternatives can prove helpful, in subsequent discussions on the use 
permit request itself, in terms of the general changes which would 
need to be made to make the project acceptable. The EIR is prepared 
by consultants to the City, not by the applicant, and is therefore 
meant to be an objective, professional look at the project. Your 
comments on this Draft EIR will be helpful to them in preparing the 
final.” 


Although ‘the review of the EIR was not a pubilc hearing the 
Commission heard testimony from Joan Collignon of Berkeley 
Architectural Heritage Association (BAHA) and Laurie Bright of the 
West Berkeley neighborhood group know as M.A.R.S. Joan read from an 
August 2nd letter from BAHA to the Board of Adjustments, which 
considered the EIR inadequate and requested that sections of the EIR 
be rewritten as well as to extend the public review period. Mr. 
Bright spoke briefly, expressing M.A.R.S. support for the Durkee 
Project. 


Due to the lengthy discussion of the EIR, the Commissions comments 
have been summarized: 


Why aren't other design scenarios considered in the EIR's 


evaluation of impacts? There are 5 structures; the impacts of 
conserving or demolishing various combinations should be examined. 
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LPC MINUTES 


August 18, 1986 


The project's relation to the Copra building should be evaluated, 
in terms of both design and use, including future uses of the Copra 
building. 


The alternative discussion should be expanded to more fully discuss 
the impacts of the alternatives, rather than simply posing them as 
options. 


The effect of keeping tne 8106 Heinz and Experimental Kitchen 
buildings should be evaluated. 


An explanation. of wny some buildngs are deemed worth retaining and 
others not, is needed. 


The EIR should recognize theat the courtyard is an historically 
important feature of the site. 


The EIR does not provide the information necessary for the LPC to 
make informed judgements about the demolitions and new development 
under local law (Landmarks Preservation Ordinance). The local 
issues should not be sidestepped by saying that the site does not 
qualify under National or State standards. What are the specific 
impacts of taking these structures down? 


The EIR should state whether adverse impacts can be avoided, and if 
not, why. 


The EIR should recognize that beyond architectural merit, the Site 
has historic anG cultural value now, as it functions now (and in 
recent history) . 


In the initial scoping session, the consultants cited 3 issues 
which were to be addressed in the EIR, which were not adequately 
addressed in the Draft EIR. 


~ How valuable is the existing smokestack to the landmark status 
of the site? 


- What on-site buidlings merit preservation? 
- How compatible would the project's structures be with the 


streetscape, and the surrounding buildings. 


The EIR should zake the specific portions of the site and discuss 
each, e.g. how =ey are contributed to, or detracted from, by the 
proposed new development. For instance, the Durkee building - how 
is it enhanced or not enhanced by the new features? 


The impacts or importance of landscaping should be examined. 


124 


ea eenoten el pees 
shi sino hai msi emmmirotecies 


id: ia’nievl segue therm ined ty 7 oO -wispeed 14 Prphte 6 
ol : prmcers on oe huss enitiiat 


» BF dSe) (Pear Beet 7 mcatiid see 73 astewaiaes et 
ietees at a heae, Caen ee 


‘solareid once. Gasvtmes at PGS 9 se) or bibms, Cs) at 
0 weet? Selene) siege 


Asus ol sec oh eer ots) ats) ia Ps eee, Toft 
Lifer i tam wa igen’s.w2? mite, ere, leneal. ofan 

iar a? . Caerised rice weee§ thane), ws: Jew! Latico 

> such aie qiy ‘uatt, gals a0: AerGejeutio, 64. Jimi: Rinee™= Mares 

itowse wi @fs ja serene 43056 wi Ln@iadt. sete cat 
ta) aevuehaleie qian poitet Se «& 


if ,bwOlLove, @ hat irae Geqeite guficate seca “Jugela ATA eeP 
af ye wn 


ks, wir AL VAM [diisrout inte Goan Sati Fo my ap ney 4 Siowm 314 wat? | 
a 


boy or, wealturu? | ¢i. 28 weit soley tein aad 
- 7 « (tratndd Ons a, 
padi | table iad: will ane r 'jatitel oda ni 
inciinln, id lacane Miee Ate eso? oF e2 whe stosite 
an aS aes 

uteha cau sa tes 


i] - : tnt i 

| Samana a - — — gy 

4 chin ee ee pyle tea F 63 aye _ 
. = & aes 


: 7 


> 


> 


7 


Le Raden >is ie a — >" 
SS ae 


o> 


LPC MINUTES August 18, 1986 


In our motion to landmark the site, the role of open space on the 
Site played a very important part. How will this be changed? How 
will the feel of the spaces be changed? 


Under our Ordinance and under CEQA we must balance economic 
interests and other environmental considerations. On the basis of 
the present EIR we have no idea whether tne impacts would be 
mitigated or whether a finding of “overriding considerations" will 
be required. There are no facts as to whether a certain plan might 
mitigate the losses to the site (demolitions and in ELlding) - or 
whether the other benefits of the project (jobs, etc.) are to make 
up for these losses. 


Are there feasibility reasons why there is no better proposal than 
tearing down 3 of the buildings? 


Tne document has not given credence to the reasons why we 
landmarked the site. This is necessary before impacts can be 
assessed. The landmarking of the site represented a response to 
the concern of the community, not just of the Landmarks 
Commissioners. 


The EIR should recognize that the site is large enough to 
accommodate everyone's desires: preservation, new construction, 
uncovering of the creek, etc. These are not necessarily trade-offs 
against one another. 


The document must analyze the spacial and visual effects of 
altering the present features of the site. For instance, by 
removing 818 Heinz, what is done to the streetscape, how will the 
Durkee and Copra buildings there fit into context. 


Findings 

It was MSC (Jones/Manning) that the Landmark Presevation Commission 
finds the Draft EIR for this project inadequate because it does not 
identify the effect of specific demolitions of features that define 
the historic architectural aspects of the site, including: the 
courtyard, smokestack, 818 Heinz building, the experimental kitchen 
and the loading dock. The Commission also finds the document 
inaequate int hat it does not provide information on the effects of 
changes to the site, necessary to make eventual findings for 
demolition requests under Section 3.24.268 of the Landmarks 
Preservation Ordinance. 


Finally, the Commission shares the view expressed by the Berkeley 
Architectural Heritage Association in its letter of August 13, 1986 
to the Board of Adjustments, that the sections of the EIR which treat 
historic, cultural and architectural issues be rewritten. Also, the 
Commission strongly endorses the letter sent by Commissioner Joe 
Marsh, dated August 13, 1986, to the Board of Adjustments. The 
Motion Passed: Unanimous; ABSENT: Kasin 
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LPC MINUTES 


Be 


iD). 


F. 


August 18, 1986 


Upon conclusion of the discussion, tne Commission assigned 
Commissioner Marsh to the Durkee Task Force, as a replacement for 
Andrew Youngmeister and requested that staff apprise Neil Mayer of 
the appointment. 


Design Review Ordinance - discussion 


The Commission discussed whether or not it should take any action 
on this matter in light of the Council's adoption of the ordinance 
on July 2, 1986. The Commission expressed dissatisfaction with 
the results of the communication to Council regarding the 
inadequacies of the ordinance and the overall lack of 
consideration of their interests and concerns. 


Chair Youngmeister suggested that the Commission monitor the 
design review ordinance and its implementation and to communicate 
the need for increased staff support for the LPC. It was decided 
that Commissioner Marsh would be responsible to follow any 
developments around this ordinance. 


Delaware Street Historic District - common area improvements. 


Staff announced that Willie Cook, the project developer, had 
agreed to meet with the Commission at a later date. Mr. Cook 
anticipated that he would be able to attend the September 15th 
Commission meeting. 


Old City Hall Restoration Project - status report, staff. 


Staff reported that Public Works anticipated beginning work on the 
Cupola and the Uplands Pavilions in October. 


It was MSC (Jones/Scherer) to request that the Public Works 
Department present its proposed work for both of these buildings 
at the next regular Commission meeting, and to provide the 
Commission with all plans and specifications for these projects. 


The Motion Passed: Unanimous; ABSENT: Kasin 


= 


Berkeley Municipal Pier - report on Council action. 


Commissioner Stein reported on the August 6, 1986 Council action 
on the appeal of the landmark designation. Commissioner Stein 
disclosed that Congressman Dellums had been trying to secure funds 
for the demolition of the Pier for the past four years and that 
the retention of the landmark designation reduce the City's 
changes of getting these funds. Stein continued, stating that 
Council, after receiving extensive public testimony, was also 
cognizant of the environmental impacts that could result from the 
demolition of the abandon portion of the pier, and that Council 
did not want to eliminate any of their options. Citing the action 
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APPENDIX B 


LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 


LEVES INTERPRETATION STOPPED DELAY 
OF PER VERLCLE 
SERVICE (SzC) 
A Very low delay, i.e., less than 50 
5.0 sec per vehicle. 
B Good progression with little 
queuing in a single signal cycle. Seo a Sil 
c Light congestion; occasional backups 
On Gritical vapproaches. Loco eon) 
D Significant congestion on critical 


approaches but intersectional is 

still functional. Vehicles required 

to wait through more than one cycle 

during short peaks. No long standing 

queues formed. Zona, CO ADO 


E Severe congestion with some long 
standing queues on critical approaches. 
Blocking of intersection may occur 
if traffic signal does not provide 
for protected turning movements. AOR CO 60:0 


Bo Total breakdown, stop-and-go operation 60.0 


Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers, 1985 
HIGHWAY CAPACITY MANUAL. 
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APPENDIX C 


Benjamin Ananian 
Consulting Archaeologists 
2408 Civic Avenue 
Hayward, CA 94542. 
(415) 581-7837 


October 24, 1986 


David R. Clore 

Mundie & Associates 

4902 California Street 
San Francisco, CA 94118 


Dear David: 


This letter report summarizes my archaeological investigation 
of the Durkee site at the foot of Heinz Avenue, Berkeley, CA. 


The Northwest Information Center of the California Archaeological 
Inventory conducted a records search for the area and found no pre- 
viously recorded prehistoric or historic sites listed. However, they 
noted that the proposed project at the Durkee site is near two large 
prehistoric sites, and that there is a possibility that cultural 


resources may be present. They therefore recommended further inves=- 
tigation of the area. 


The site has been extensively sampled by Peter Kaldveer and 
Associates, Inc., Geotechnical Consultants. Their boring logs were 
reviewed. They showed no indication of cultural material. A surface 
inspection of the site revealed no indication of archaeological mater- 
ial. Two additional auger units were sunk in the northwest corner of 
the project site. The findings from these units were consistent with 
the geotechnical units. Approximately one foot of yellow gravelly 
sand fill capped a silty clay devoid of cultural material. 


No mitigation is necessary or recommended. 


a 


Sincerely, 


Benjamin Ananian 
Consulting Archaeologists 
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APPENDIX D 


1 ORR OM 42 3N: a 


MOiyUYSin wil, 1 SRE 


Mae PN 3S. eMapsest: 

Assistant to the Cily Manager 
for Eecenamic Nevelopment 

City of Nerikolasy 

cade oh) FEM iy. eS ae, 

Rerkelayv, CA 94704 


Destyy> Mest ] 3 


We tiave studied the housing impact projections made wn the Durkee 
EDR: After further input from the existing tenants ann the 
pProspeaclive tenants for the Durkee development, we have been able 
to significantly decrease this impact. There are 2 major areonr 
by which the total number of housing units to be displaced wil] 
be reduced, a 


Thee tires 09 “hese ts" thee epeci tic land use and emplover 

OREN PaAne Tareas, You will note that arlist studios, laburatory 
UN Ine ante tial tare are smicn Teec dense than O0Tice lor 
restaurant use, The second, and most important factor 1s that the 
formuta used by Mundie and Associates was not in keeping with the 
formula used in your Courtney ETR. We have aligned ine projected 
new employment figures in this study with the housing impact 
formulas used in the Courtney ETR. 


The combined’ effect of this more realistic and more exact 
ealculation shows a much decreased housing impact. In addition 
to enclosing the methodology for the new housing impact figures, 
T have enclosed a breakdewn of the existing and new buildings 
which further explain the fewer number of new emplovees in the 
project. Also, @nclosed is a letter from Xoma Corporation 
confirming their emplovee density Cisures and the expected 
tenancy in the Durkee project. 


One additional area of concern is that anv chansre under the 
formula used will] always warrant housing unit necessity from 
any chanse no matter how small. T’m not sure this mitigation 
is viable relative to restraint on free market tendencies that 
Mipieieainle 19 mse tie . 
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August J), i946 


Mr. Neil S. Mayer 

Assistant to the City Manager 
for Fconomic Development 

City of Rerkeley 

2130) Milvin Sit. 

Berkeley, CA 94704 


Dear Nerd: 


Rased on new information which was original lyPavailable to the 
ETR authors and clarification of assumptions, we have reassessed 
the potential housing impacts from the Aquatic Park Center 
project. After reading the "Employment and Housing" section 

of the Draft FIR, we were unsure how some of the numbers had 
been generated and what sources were ‘used for the information. 
We have been in touch with some of the tenants who are planning 
to locate in the project to get up-to-date and site-specific 
information on the number of new employees. For those parts 

of the project where the tennant is not vel known, we present 
employment density assumptions from specific studies and reports 
which are cited helow. 


To begin with, it is important to note which parts of the project 
are to he occupied by existing tenants and which will be new 
tenants. One major new tenant will be Xoma Corporation which 
will] occupy primarily laboratory space. The following table 
shows Lhe tolal square footage of the project and that portion 
which is to be open to new tenants and will thus result in the 
creation of new employment. Please note that only Scenario Two 
is being considered at the present time. 
Table 1 
Square Footage of Project to 
Result in New Employment 


Total Square Square Footage Square Footare 
Building Footage for New Emplovees with No New 
Emplovees 

wee 24,000 2 sy ae 6,500(a) 
Mixed Use Bldgs 37,056 18,432 18,624(b) 
West Of fice Dildg 53.600 jo, 600 -0- 
Spice Building 137500 13,500 

TOTAL 28,156 103,032 oo, leo 

1 120 Nye Street, Suite 400, San Rafael. CA 94901 (415) 457-4964 
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new employment-generating" 
use accepted employment den 
The Draft EIR did not state 


land use types and 
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any new employment, 


tiidineg, 


ccupied by existing tenants, 
Xoma Corporation, has 
are feet will allow an expansion of 
Primarily for equipment) and will not 
either at their e 
or at the new building. 


xisting space 
Please see letter 


impacts of the 103,032 square feet of 
square footage (see Table ieee 
Sity assumpt 
what assumptions Cis Ga; 
were used to determine 
uld be generated by the project. Table 2 


shows the types of land uses of the project and the expected 


employment from each building. 

for the City of Berkcley for eac 
seems much more appropri 
to high potential employ 


Subtotal 


Mixed Use 
Big 


New West 


Office 


Subtotal 


Spice Bldg. 


TOTAL 


Primary Employment Generation 


53,600 
hs 55:00 


103,032 


Table 2 


Office 
Restaurant 
Art Studios 


Lab & Light 


Industry 


Lab 
Office 


Theatre 


2 


225-275 (a) 
170(b) 
750-1000(c) 


400-1000(aA) 


1,000(d) 


225-275(a) 


4,500(e) 
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Footnotes to-Table 2 


Ca) California Office of Planning and Research, Economic 

Practices Manual, April 1984 
f(b) Gruen & Gruen Associates, "Employment Densities by Type of 

Workplace", July 1985 
(ec) Based on square foutage of five existing studios at the 

Durkee Building 
(d) Information provided by Xoma Corporation which is based on 

current conditions. Laboratories require a yreat deal of 

space for equipment. 

(e) Information provided by the Jewish Community Theater which 
is to occupy the space 

et.) Numbers for total employees are rounded to the newurest 
single integer. ; 

As shown in Table 2, the total number of new employees could 
range from 232 to 302, which is significantly lower than the 
EIR’S assumption of 100 new employees. If secondary enployment 
is considered (using the same methodology as the Draft EIR), an 
additional 35 to 45 jobs would be created within the local area. 
However, we would like to know how'the multiplier for secondary 
jobs was derived and what was the source of the information. ie 
the multiplier really assesses regional employment impacts, can 
one accurately assume indirect employment for the City of 
Berkeley alone?. With an additional 35 to 45 jobs, the total 
number of new employees would be 267 to 317, instead of 460 
as stated on p. 68 of the Draft EIR. 

If one assumes that 38 percent of the jobs would he held by 
Berkeley residents (as stated on page 68 of the Draft EIR), 

a total of 10] to 132 jobs would be held by Berkeley residents. 

We would like to know the source for this 38 percent which was used 
in the analysis. If this was based on 1980 U.S. Census information, 
one could challenge this number as being either too low or too 

high for current conditions. Due to the lack of more up-to-date 
information and asvit is apparently an accepted methodology, 

we will agree with the assumption at this time. 


However, it should be noted that the Courtney Building EIR 
(March 1986) assumed~that 20 to 30 percent of the jobs would be 
held by Berkeley residents, using information from the Polaris 
report (August 1985) which showed that 26 percent of private 
sector jobs in Berkeley were held by Berkeley residents. 


The next assumption which could be easily challenged is the 
assumption that 30 percent of the new jobs would be filled by 
Berkeley residents who are presently unemployed, underemployed 

or newly entering the work force and by Berkeley residents who 
presently hold jobs outside Berkeley. Without any basis for this 
number, one could question why the number couldn’t be higher or 
lower. Tf it were higher, the resulting housing demand would 
obviously be proportionately lower, and vice versa. 
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Tf one uses the Draft ETR assumption that 70 percent of the new 
jobholders would he new Rerkeley residents, then 71 to 92 jobs 
would be for new Berkeley residents. Assuming 1.2 workers per 
household, then 59 to 77 new units would be required after the 
project is completed. This compares to the FIR estimate of 100 
new units required from the project. Tt should also be noted 
that the Courtney. Building FIR used a multiplier of 63 percent to 
compute the number of new Berkeley jobs that would be held by new 
Rerkeley residents. If the two mulitpliers used in the Courtney 
ECR Ci.a., the 20-30 percent and the 62 percent) were used in 
this analysis, a total] of 28 to 55 new homes would be needed 

as a result of the project. 


We have also noted that the Courtney project uses a multiplier of 
300 sq. ft. per employee for office development (vs. 225-275 per 
employee used in this analysis). Using this multiplier, the 
total number of required units could be reduced by approximately 
3 fo 12 units, using our original analvsis (vs. the Courtney 
multipliers). 


While many of the assumptions could be challenged, either 
resulting in a less or greater houstng demand, we feel that 

we have presented a more accurate picture of the expected 
employment seneration and resulting housing demand from the 
project. We would like the consultant to-comment on-this 
methodology and to clarify the questions which have been asked. 


Sincerely, 


Mark Scher 
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2910 SEVENTH STREET 
BERKELEY, CA 94710 
415/644-1170 

TELEX: 856-697 


August 6, 1986 


Mark Scher 

Seventh Street Properties 
P.O. (Box, 929 

San Rafael, Ca. 94915 


Dear Mark: 


This letter will serve to indicate Xoma Corporation's interest in exploring 
the possibility of an approximately 18,000 square foot addition to the west of 
our existing leased facility located at 890 Heinz Street. There is also interest 
in consolidating our laboratory facility now at 2840 Eighth Street with our 
existing corporate office at 2910 Seventh Street into a new 53,000 square foot 
structure proposed for the western end of Heinz Street in the Aquatic Park Center. 
Our most preliminary estimate indicates a requirement of approximately 40,000 
square feet, including both offices and laboratory space in this building. 


Assuming we can work out a satisfactory flow and layout, the potential 
18,000 square foot addition to 890 Heinz Street would provide adequate space 
for existing operations’ within the building. ‘Approximately one-third of the 
potential 18,000 square feet would be devoted to storage, which is currently 
not present. Two important existing production related departments requiring 
high quality space would be relocated to this facility. If it can be worked 
out, one department will be reduced in size. This proposed addition should 
have no or minimal effect on the total number of personnel at the facility. 


As you are aware, the primary catalyst for consolidating the existing 
2840 Eighth Street facility with our corporate office is that the 2840 building 
is marginally adequate for our current needs and certainly not for our future 
requirements. A consolidation in mid 1987 would be desirable. Adequate 
replacement facilities are tequired close to the corporate office and 890 Heinz 
facility. A combined facility would again solve space deficiencies at both 
locations with some future flexibility available. In keeping with Xoma's 
general policy, the consolidated facility would be kept "lean and mean" for 
as long as possible until prudent business judgement dictated otherwise. 


ZZ Z 


H.R. Humphrey 
Director of Facilities 


HH/oj 


ces Co Delito 
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BIR RESPONSE 


SEVENTIT STREET II AGENDA 


BREAKDOWN OF THR SEVENTH STREET TI R&D RULLDINGS: 
KOMA (= 2be 7524 ear 


(Ho Humphrey, Facilities Manayer, will advise by letter that no 
new employees will be necessary to run this Research and 
Manufacturing Facility. ) 


DURKEE THEATRE = V2. 5064SF 
“kx 

No new employees will be considered by oetther the Shakespeare 

or Jewish Theatres 

TWO STORY OFFICE RBUTLDING - 54,000 SF ae ee 

XOMA, a former start-up company, will be taking 42,500 square 

feet of office and lab space of which 27,500 square feet will be 

office and 15,000 square feet will be lah. In their present 

existing 16,000 square feet, there is l employee per 200 square feet. 

In their new office space, there will be 1 employee per 350 square feet. 

Of the additional 11,500 square feet of office, most will be used for 

expanded computer rooms, conference rooms, and demonstration rooms. 

It will not be used to house more personnel. 
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Prepared by: 


Mundie & Associates 
Consultants in Land Use and Economics 


and 
City of Berkeley 


Planning and Community Development Department 
(Lead Agency) — 


June 1986 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 


This envirormental impact report (EIR) identifies potential significant 
environmental effects of the proposed mixed-use Aquatic Park Center devel- 
opment were it to be constructed in the southwest corner of Berkeley. 
Environmental review was triggered by the project sponsor's application for 
a use permit from the City of Berkeley. 


The report has been prepared in accordance with the California Envirormen- 
tal Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 as amended and state and local guidelines 
for the implementation of CEQA. It is designed to inform the public, local 
decision makers and other responsible agencies of the details of the pro- 
posed project and the likely environmental consequences of its implementa- 
tion. It also includes mitigation measures recommended to reduce or avoid 
any forecast adverse impacts. 


This EIR has been prepared for the City of Berkeley, Planning and Commmnity 
Development Department, the lead agency, by Mundie & Associates, environ- 
mental consultants. 


An envirormental initial study was prepared by Planning and Community 
Development Department staff (December 19, 1986). It identified the 
following areas as ones in which significant impacts would or could be 
generated by development of the proposed project as described: land use 
planning and the potential for growth induction in West Berkeley; employ- 
ment generation and housing demand; transportation; historic resources and 
concerns of development on the landmark site; noise; public services and 
facilities; fiscal impacts; hydrology and water quality; public health 
concerns resulting from potential hazardous materials onsite: air quality; 
seismic safety issues related to existing buildings onsite; and potential 
cumulative impacts of both nearby projects and the future development of 
Emeryville's bayfront and Berkeley's waterfront areas. Evaluation of the 
project in terms of City plans and policies on specific topics (e.g. his- 
toric preservation, »land use planning, economic development, housing, 
transportation, air quality, and noise) is provided within each of the 
topical sections. See Appendix A for a reproduction of the initial study. 


A scoping session was held on March 6, 1985, at the West Berkeley Senior 
Citizens Center at which members of City boards and commissions and the 
public provided further comments regarding the breadth and depth of analy- 
sis appropriate for this report. A second scoping session focusing on the 
issues of the Durkee site's designation as an historic landmark and the 
proposed project's potential urban design impacts was held on March 26, 
1986 at the West Berkeley Senior Citizens Center. 
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CHAPTER II 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 


This chapter summarizes the forecast impacts and recommended mitigation measures which are presented in greater detail 
in the main text (Chapter IV). Impacts of a beneficial or non-significant nature are presented for informational purposes. 
The mitigation measures listed here relate to impacts which would be significantly adverse if left unmitigated. 


In order to summarize the numerous and occasionally complex descriptions of impacts and mitigations the authors rely on 
a telegraphic style, frequently using “bulleted” listings. Readers should look to the main text for a more complete - 
description of impacts and mitigations. 


LAND USE PLANNING AND THE SITE'S LANDMARK STATUS 
Impacts 


Changes on the Site. Implementation of either project scenario would cause substantial land use changes on the site, and 
potentially in the nearby study area. The difference between Scenario One and Scenario Two is the type of land use 
proposed for the eastern third of the site: a one-story 50,000 square foot office building (ETS) is proposed under Scenario 
One; three industrial/R&D/retail buildings are proposed under Scenario Two. 


The 24,000 square foot Durkee Building would be preserved under both scenarios. In addition, each scenario would preserve . 
one other existing element of the site. Scenario One would incorporate the smokestack into an atrium in the ETS building 
and Scenario Two would retain the Spice Building. 


Several physical and land use changes would result under either scenario: 
The East Bay Wash Rack truck wash facility will relocate from the site. 
The auto shop at 810 Heinz and Experimental Kitchen would be removed. 


During renovation of thé Durkee Building, existing tenants could experience construction noise and dust impacts, 
and might have to leave the building temporarily. : 


Existing commercial and live/work tenants in the Durkee Building may relocate for any of several reasons (e.g. 
spatial needs, compatibility with other proposed uses). Negotiations between existing tenants and the property 
owner are under way but not concluded at the present time. 


Storage tanks and associated piping and drainage facilities located onsite would be removed subject to 
mitigations aimed at protecting project workers from exposure. 


Removal of asbestos associated with demolition of onsite warehouse would be completed. 
The site would be generally cleaned up and the left over materials of previous demolition activities removed. 


An entire block (excepting the Garr [Copra] Building parcel) of new commercial development (approximately 
128,000 square feet) with unified landscaping, pathways and parking lots would be created. 


Development of this project could lead to intensification of uses on adjacent parcels (see Cumulative and Growth 
Induction Chapter) Pa. ' 


he 


Consistency with Master Plan Land Use Element. Determining the consistency of the proposed project with the City of 
Berkeley Master Plan Land Use Element would focus on two relevant goals: : ; 


The project appears inconsistent with the goal of preserving the unique character of Berkeley. The proposed 
uniformity of uses and narrowed range of economic activities outweighs partial retention of existing buildings 
and uses in each scenario. (Goal #1, p. 5) 


The project appears consistent with the goal of improving Berkeley’s financial position by fostering opportunities 
for appropriate economic development. (Goal #5, p. 5) 


There are three relevant land use po licies of the Master Plan which apply: 


The renovation of the Durkee Building in both scenarios and design of proposed nearby buildings are generally in ° 
step with the policy regarding historic buildings. Retention of the Spice Building in Scenario Two further 
addresses this aim. (Policy 1.01, p. 14) 


The proposed project appears inconsistent with the policy of limiting development _in the manufacturing area to 
"industrial and related commercial uses". (Policy 1.32, p. 17) 


The pedestrian bridge and cul-de-sac at the western end of Heinz Avenue are consistent with the policy relating 
to conversion of streets or portions thereof to other public uses or open space. (Policy 2.11, p. 30) 


Review of the proposed project by the Parks and Recreation Commission and the Commission on Disability is under way and 
the recommendations of these groups will be available for consideration by the Landmarks Preservation Commission and 
Board of Adjustments. 


Historic and Architectural Resources Impacts. The Durkee site was designated a Berkeley landmark in August 1985. 
However, evaluating the Durkee site using standards for historic merit that are more broadly based than those employed 
by the LPC under Berkeley’s Landmarks Ordinance results in a different conclusion than that arrived at by the LPC. In 
brief, the designation cannot be supported on state or national grounds; its importance is strictly local. However, the 
Berkeley Landmarks Preservation Ordinance applies several additional criteria and the Landmarks Preservation Commission 
(LPC) decided (and were upheld on appeal to the City Council) that by Berkeley standards the Durkee site did merit 
designation. This designation requires that the LPC review and approve the proposed project, applying a series of local 
criteria to their deliberations. 


Site Plan and Urban Design Impacts. In terms of urban design and site planning, a noticeable change over the existing 
condition would result from either scenario. Retaining the Spice Building and proposing non-office buildings in Scenario 
Two as well as several architectural elements of the project would reduce the incongruity of the new development somewhat. 
The landscaping shown in sketches of the proposed project for both scenarios would also be visibly different from the 
existing conditions onsite and in the vicinity of the site. The building materials and design of Scenario Two would be 

more in keeping with the industrial nature of the area than would Scenario One. 


Mitigation Measures 


Specific mitigations for the proposed project are shown below. Two other project revisions are outlined in the Alternatives 
Chapter of this report. 


Inconsistencies with Master Plan Goals and Policies. Both project scenarios include a mix of uses, building types and 
other features. These individual elements of the project reflect particular directions of city goals and policies, but 

the variety of uses and the complexity of a mixed use reuse project at this site does not allow for a blanket finding of 
consistency with the Master Plan. The implementation of city goals and policies through this project is a task for city 
decisionmakers. 


Landmark Status. Measures which could be evaluated by the LPC in order to reconcile the project with its designation 
as a local landmark are listed below. 

Creek Restoration. One way of reestablishing the historic condition of the site would be to restore the course of 
Potter Creek through the site. Such a design change could affect the project site plan and would require consultation 
with experts in several fields. as ; : 


Offsite Contribution to Historic Restoration. The applicant could contribute an agreed upon amount of funding to 
be used in restoring or maintaining selected structure(s)/site(s) of landmark status elsewhere in the City of Berkeley. 


Other Measures. Listed below are several site plan and urban design mitigation measures. Under employment | 
mitigation measures are shown additional steps aimed at providing protection for existing Durkee Building tenants. 
CON 


Site Plan and Urban Design. Consideration of five mitigation measures is recommended: 


Landscaping (such as vegetation, lighting, paving and signage) which fits in with the industrial nature of the 
site should be emphasised atthe point when project plans are refined; 


Use of industrial sash windows in the new mixed-use buildings of Scenario Two would help achieve a more industrial 
look for the project; 


The design of the pedestrian bridge should provide for easy access to and be of compatible design with the 
system of pathways in Aquatic Park, and should be consistent with the city’s policies regarding access for 
physically disabled users; 


The applicant could be required by the City of Berkeley to contribute a portion of the estimated construction 
budget to the “art in public places” program. 


The relocation of the Jewish Community Theatre from the Durkee Building to the Spice Building under Scenario 
Two would decrease the potential for land use conflicts (e.g. noise between this tenant and others); and 


Internal pedestrian circulation should be aided by providing a north/south walkway connection near the Durkee 
Building from the east/west pedestrian spine to Heins Street. 


Other Mitigation Measures. The Transportation section of this report includes a mitigation measure recommending that 
the parking garage be moved northward (by 25 to 30 feet) to allow a roadway connecting the western parking lot with 
Fifth Street. 


EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING 


Employment Impacts 


Direct Project Employment. The two scenarios would generate employment on an order of magnitude which would be 
roughly the same though split differently between full- and part-time work. Scenario One with ETS as the prime tenant 
would result in 305 year-round positions and an additional 105 peak period Positions. Scenario Two would generate 
approximately 400 year-round jobs. : “2 

Construction Jobs. On the basis of the project's estimated construction cost of nearly $8.5 million, the number of "full 
time equivalent” (FTE) jobs generated would range from 105 to 120. These jobs are measured in FTE terms as a way of 
standardizing the typical construction employment characteristics of short duration, great variation in wage scale and 
multiple trades and crafts represented. 


Secondary Job Generation. It is estimated that the proposed project would lead to indirect and induced employment 
growth of 30-50 positions for Scenario One and 50-70 positions for Scenario Two, using an employment multiplier of 1.1 
to 1.2 for secondary job creation within Berkeley. An additional 90-120 or 120-160 secondary positions would be created 
outside of Berkeley but within the region under Scenario One and Two respectively. 


Type of Jobs: Occupational Mix. The occupational. composition of the workforce employed in various buildings of 
either scenario cannot be forecast with great accuracy because, with the exception of ETS in Scenario One, no other 
major tenants have yet been confirmed. Empirical surveys of land uses similar to those proposed for the site, however, 
allow approximation of the number of jobs within broad occupational categories. The number of jobs and percentage 
breakdown for jobs in each scenario would be: - 


Occupational Category Scenario One Scenario Two 
Professional/technical ~~ 184 (33%) 115 (29%) 
Managerial /administrative 63 (15%) 68 (17%) 
Clerical 187 (46%) 107 (27%) 
Sales/service 13 ( 3%) 40 (10%) 
Other 18 (3%) 70 (17%) 

410 (100%) 400 (100%) 


Distribution of Jobs: Berkeley Residents, Commuters and In-Migrants. Applying current statistics on the split between 
residents and commuters, 62 percent of the new jobs could be expected to be held by people living outside of Berkeley. 


That would leave 38 percent to be held by residents: 133 under Scenario One and 175 under Scenario Two. | 


Of the total jobs held by Berkeley residents, some would be obtained by individuals already residing in Berkeley and some 
by inmigrants. It is assumed that thirty percent of the jobs would be filled by locally residing workers and that the 
balance would be filled by inmigrants. : - 


Population Impacts. The net increase in housing demand of between 80 and 100 units could lead to a population increase 
of approximately 200 to 250 persons, depending on the new residents’ household sizes and the degree to which these 
households displace existing households. 


Effects on Unemployment. The occupational forecast for the two scenarios shows the advantages of each when it comes to 
positions likely to be sought by currently unemployed Berkeley residents. While the impact would generally be a positive 
one, the project would cause the displacement of eight jobs at the existing auto shop and potentially others in the Durkee 
Building. : 
{ 

Consistency with Berkeley Economic Policies. The proposed project is generally consistent with the city’s economic 
development policies. Both scenarios would increase available jobs within a fairly broad range of occupational categories. 
Scenario One emphasizes clerical and professional/technical positions, and Scenario Two aims at small incubator industries 
in addition to professional offices:: 


However, the project as proposed does not include an explicit detailed program to help secure available jobs for Berkeley 
residents. : 


Employment Mitigation Measures 


Targeting Project Jobs to Berkeley Residents. In order to insure that a share of the construction and operations period 
jobs would go to Berkeley residents a program of actively seeking out applicants should be implemented. Specific steps 


which could be taken include goals for local hiring in the case of project construction and "first source” agreements (in 
the form of a Use Permit Condition or attachment to the standard lease between the project sponsor and tenants) for 
permanent onsite jobs. ; 


Contribution Toward City’s Job Training and Recruitment Program. Another means of insuring that the proposed project is 
consistent with city policies would be an applicant contribution of a specific dollar amount toward the city’s job training 
and recruitment program. “ 

Assist Existing Onsite Tenants During Renovation. Impacts on tenants during the construction period could be lessened 

by establishing a posted and updated schedule of activities so that tenants could continue in business by working around 
the worst times of noise, vibration and dust. et ; ; : 


3) 


Depending on the outcome of the dispute over the applicability of the city’s rent ordinance and other residential preserva- 
tion ordinances, some form of explicit protection for existing tenants could be made a condition of project approval. 


Housing Impacts 


The project will contribute to Berkeley’s present housing shortage by expanding employment without offsetting that 
expansion by an equivalent contribution to the expansion of the housing stock. 


Citywide Increase in Housing Demand and Potential Impact on Cost_and Affordability. Citywide, housing demand resulting 
from the direct and indirect Berkeley employment generated by the project is estimated as roughly 80 to 100 units 
(Scenarios One and Two respectively). The ability of the Berkeley housing market to sustain such an increase in supply 

is questionable, given that during the 1970s the average annual increase in the housing stock was less than 20 units per year. 


In the absence of significant increases in the supply, continued increases in demand can only serve to increase housing 

prices. It is important to recognize that, for various reasons, Berkeley is considered a desirable residential community by 
many people who are employed elsewhere. Because Berkeley's attractiveness as a place to live is not likely to diminish, 
housing values probably will continue to inflate compared with the rest of the Bay Area whether or not employment expands. 
Employment expansion, however, does exacerbate the situation. 


One potential outcome is displacement: the 80 to 100 households associated with the employment increase may supplant 
existing Berkeley residents by outbidding them in terms of rents and housing prices. It is not possible to estimate the 
actual level of displacement. However, it is reasonable to suppose that the propensity of this project’s employees to 

live in Berkeley would be no greater than the 38 percent level currently characteristic of all Berkeley workers. Thus, 

the 80-to-100 range represents the maximum credible displacement from this project. The actual amount of displacement 
to be experienced would probably be less than that level, but how much less cannot be determined. 


Effect on Housing in West Berkeley. If not for the relatively lower purchasing costs, it is unlikely that project employees 
would have any greater preference for living in west Berkeley than elsewhere throughout the City of Berkeley. However, the 
fact that relatively inexpensive housing can be found there suggests the continuation of recent land use changes in west 
Berkeley could accelerate residential gentrification in addition to the commercial and office upgrading which is well under 
way. For these reasons, the west Berkeley area is somewhat more vulnerable to housing impacts than other neighborhoods. 


Live/work Space in the Proposed Project. As noted elsewhere in this report, the issue of whether the current live/work 
tenants in the Durkee Building are covered under the applicable city ordinances regarding residential structures is 
still. under consideration by the City Attorney’s office. The final impact in this regard cannot yet be forecast. . 


ousing Mitigation Measures ~~~ ~ ° 


City staff is currently in the process of designing a housing impact mitigation program which would require either the 
direct provision of a set number of below-market-rate units or the payment of an in-lieu fee to offset anticipated 
impacts on the city’s housing market. The variation in this rate would derive from the level of impact anticipated from 
employment in each land use. 


If the proposed project were approved prior to the time the city implements the housing mitigation program, the city and 
applicant could negotiate a similar contribution based in part on the housing impacts forecast in the EIR. 


' The funding from this mitigation could be allocated to one or more of several citywide assistance measures: 1) Direct 
purchase of land for below-market-rate housing construction; 2) Direct construction of housing units for sale at below- 
market-rate prices; and/or 3) Subsidization of land or unit purchases by a non-profit organization for the purpose of 
sale or rent at below-market-rate prices. 

r 


TRANSPORTATION 


Impacts 

The proposed project would generate additional vehicle trips in the vicinity of the Durkee site and in the larger study 
area. Other nearby developments expected to be completed in the near future would also add traffic. This analysis 
includes a forecast of total trip generation and an evaluation of the effect of this traffic on five critical intersections, 
both for the proposed project and cumulative development. Impacts on transit service and pedestrian access are also 
discussed. The final issues considered are onsite circulation impacts stemming from the proposed site plan and the 
adequacy of parking. 


Trip Generation. Scenario One would generate approximately 3,259 average daily trips (ADT) while Scenario Two would 
generate only slightly more at 3,271 ADT. 

Cumulative Development. The five proposed or approved projects (representing traffic-generating grewth in southwest 
Berkeley forecast to buildout over the next five years) would cumulatively (without the proposed project) generate 
11,347 ADT. The effect of potential development in Emeryville and in the Berkeley Waterfront is analyzed in the 
chapter on Cumulative and Growth Inducing Impacts.) 


Traffic Impacts on the Street System and Critical Intersections. Adding traffic from the proposed project and five 
cumulative developments to existing volumes will create adverse impacts on nearby streets. The percentage increases in 
existing traffic volumes due to project and cumulative traffic would be greatest on Anthony (900 percent) and Heing (60 
percent), with moderate levels of increase on Dwight (44 percent) and Seventh south of Dwight Way (34 percent). Less 
significant increases would occur on Ashby (17 percent) and San Pablo (4 percent). 


The adverse impact on intersection levels of service would be worst in the PM peak period. The combination of existing, 
proposed project and cumulative development traffic would lead to levels of service E at Seventh/Ashby and Seventh/Heinz 
and D at Seventh/Anthony and Seventh/ Dwight. The proposed project would contribute between 18 percent and 39 percent 
of the (project plus cumulative development) growth in traffic at the five critical intersections, with the Berkeley 5 


Auto Mall north and south and the Carleton Street Business Center generating much more traffic than Aquatic Park Center 
at most intersections. : ples, ; ew Sahn og 


Pedestrian Circulation. Internal pedestrian circulation for both Scenarios One and Two is adequate with the exception 

of an absence of specifically designated pedestrian access to Heinz Street, which will provide principal access for 
pedestrians and potential transit riders. Both scenarios Propose a pedestrian over-crossing at the westerly end of 

Heinz Street spanning the SPRR and connecting with the extensive pedestrian and bikeway system in Aquatic Park. (See 
Site Plan and Urban Design Mitigation Measures for further discussion of this issue.) eet 


Mitigation Measures 


Several mitigation measures are recommended on the basis of impacts created specifically by the proposed project as well 
as cumulative development in southwest Berkeley. r 3 


Project Related (Developer Responsibility). 
Install a signal at the intersection of Seventh/Anthony Streets. 
Create two approach lanes for the Anthony and Heinz approaches to Seventh Street. 


Restripe Seventh Street to create left turn lanes in addition to through lanes on the approaches to the inter- 
sections of Seventh/ Anthony and Seventh/Heinz. : ig 


Install a stop sign at the northerly extension of Fifth Street (at Heinz). The centerline of this extension 
should also be striped. 


Upgrade the pavement quality where necessary along portions of Anthony and Fifth Streets and Heinz Avenue. 


Provide a sidewalk along Heinz Street adjacent to the Aquatic Park Center Project from the westerly end of the 
existing sidewalk to the proposed pedestrian overcrossing at the extreme westerly end of Heinz Street. 


of the railroad tracks. Zea iiy 


+e 


Provide fencing along the westerly project property line to dissuade pedestrians from making at grade crossings 


Provide a north/south walkway connection near the Durkee Building from the internal east /west pedestrian spine 
to Heinz Street. a a ' = 


Naren Consider relocating the proposed parking structure 25-30 feet to the north to allow for a two-way driveway west 
Sr aR from the Fifth Street entrance to the westerly surface parking area. 


Onsite signing to clearly identify buildings so as to assist drivers selecting a parking area should be carefully 
considered by the project architect. 


The footprint of the proposed parking structure should be enlarged to provide additional parking initially and 
be designed in a way that will allow a third floor to be added in the future. Conditions of approval for the 
project should mandate the project owner to report annually to the city actual employment at the site, and to 
have a parking utilization study prepared by a professional transportation engineer. Should parking occupancy 
exceed 85 percent, the projett owner should be required to expand the parking garage. The city could also 
require more rigorous TSM measures (see Measures below). 5 


In order to reach the citywide transit mode share of 16 percent the city could require the property owners, 
Managers or major tenants to provide a number of vans to be driven free of charge by onsite employees. Carrying 
11 percent of the onsite workforce (roughly 44 persons) in vanpools would require four vans costing on the order 
of $9,000 each per year (1986 dollars) for operation (including maintenance and fuel). 


( 

é ze ca ANT ¥ 
[Mit. relating to transportation assessment dist (#13, deLeuw) under consideration by Gil and Silvia Toth] — amt BY tug 
Bp tae ‘ 
Wareham Development, the City, and Caltrans should work together to reopen the pedestrian/bicycle access along 
the north side of Ashby Avenue through the SPRR Underpass to link southwest Berkeley with Aquatic Park. The . 
City’s role would be as facilitator/liaison and any required funding would be the responsibility of the developer. 
The importance of this mitigation would greatly increase in the event that the proposed pedestrian bridge over 
the railroad tracks were deleted from the project. 


Cumulative Development_Related (City Responsibility With Developer Participation Required).. 


All new developments of 20,000 GSF or more in the west Berkeley area including the proposed Aquatic Park Center 

project and the cumulative projects meeting these space specifications should be required to prepare a Transpor- 

tation Systems Management Plan. In formulating the TSM Plan for the Aquatic Park Center project, consideration 

should be given to the following components: 

- Designation of a Transportation Coordinator for the proposed project, or in combination with the initial Aquatic 
Park Center buildings (located immediately east of the Durkee site). 
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Preferential parking for car- and vanpools, and for short-term parkers. 


Provision of an informational kiosk or bulletin board in or near the ground floor lobby where brochures and 
other information about transit or ridesharing or other TSM programs would be available. Berkeley Trips, the 
< local ridesharing agency, would provide information on programs to assist persons interested in taking transit 
or in joining a car- or vanpool. 


- Designation of bicycle parking facility within the parking structure which would be well lighted and monitored 
by onsite security. Additional bicycle parking spaces should be provided adjacent to each of the project 
buildings. 


- Space for motorcycles should be designated in the garage. Areas of the garage could be used for motorcycle 
access without displacing many automobile spaces. 


> Improve the San Pablo/Ashby Avenue intersection to provide separate left turn phases for all approaches. 


When warranted, install a traffic signal at the Ashby Avenue/Ninth Street intersection. 


AIR QUALITY 
mpacts 


Short-term air quality impacts would result from construction period activities: dust generation, slight hydrocarbon 
and odor emissions from building materials, and vehicular emissions from construction equipment could last for up to 
eight months. Particulate emissions might present adverse health impacts due to potential caustic materials in onsite 
soils. 


Long-term regional air quality effects caused by project traffic would not result in a measurable degradation of 
regional air quality. Long-term sub-regional impacts would consist of increases in carbon monoxide concentrations at 
intersections near the project; however, the project's effect would not be significant at any of the critical intersections 
evaluated. , 


Mitigation Measures 


Construction period measures for control of dust and hydrocarbon emissions include: 


aie 


Execute an effective sprinkling program to reduce dust emissions. 
Schedule major dust-generating activities for those periods when local winds are light. 
Cover storage piles (dirt, construction refuse, etc.) adequately with plastic sheeting. 


Minimize particulate and hydrocarbon emissions from motorized construction equipment through proper maintenance 
and operation. 


In order to be consistent with regional air quality goals, the developer should be encouraged to promote transit use, 
carpools, flexible work schedules, and alternative means of commuting such as bicycling and pedestrian facilities (see 
Transportation Mitigation Measures.) 

NOISE 


Impacts 


Noise_and Land Use Compatibility. Based on noise measurements taken at the site and a review of projected vehicular and 
train traffic data, it is estimated the Lan onsite would range from 60-65 dB. This level falls within the normally 
acceptable category of the City’s Noise and Land Use Compatibility Guidelines. However, a significant increase in train 
traffic or the addition of large freight trains and any increase in the extent to which trains blow their horns as they 

pass the site could lead to increased potential impacts for the new western office building in both scenarios. 


Traffic Noise Impacts. Noise generated by project traffic would increase the existing noise levels near the site by one 
decibel or less, too small an increase to be noticeable, on all frontages except Anthony Street. 


Along Anthony Street, noise levels are calculated to increase by about nine decibels, effectively a doubling in loudness. 


However, existing nearby uses are not considered noise sensitive and the 24-hour average noise level along Anthony Street 
would still be within the 60-65 dB range. 


Construction Noise Impacts. Construction period noise levels onsite and at nearby buildings would increase temporarily. 
However, noise levels conforming with the City’s Ordinance No. 5500 would not adversely affect adjoining land uses. 


Mitigation Measures 


The design of the new western office building should be reviewed by a qualified acoustical engineer to ensure that 
individual train passbys not exceed 60 dBA in general offices and 55 dBA in private offices. 


Noise impacts during demolition and construction are regulated by the City’s Noise Ordinance which specifies times of 
operation and maximum sound levels for equipment.. 


SOILS AND GEOLOGY 


Impacts 


Implementation of the proposed project would not in itself impact the geological environment on the site. However, the 
site conditions could impose constraints on the construction of the project. 


The foundation feasibility investigation indicates that onsite fill may not be of sufficient strength to support the 
proposed structures. In addition, the native soils underlying the fill are slightly compressible, and exhibit moderate 
to high expansion potential. Compressibility and expansion potential of soils underlying a project site could result in 
damage to foundations, underground utilities, and pavements. 


In the event of an earthquake along any of the region’s active faults, the site could be subject to groundshaking. 
Groundshaking could result in damage to structures and underground utilities. 


An evaluation of the existing onsite structures to determine the extent to which they could be made sound for reuse and 
the costs of doing so was conducted by a structural engineer under contract to Wareham Development (Peter Culley & 
Associates, 1986). A second opinion was obtained by the authors of this report which essentially confirmed the findings 
of the first evaluation (GFDS Engineers, 1986). 


Mitigation Measures 


The foundation feasibility investigation recommends that onsite fill be removed and reworked prior to construction of 
buildings. If the existing fill is to be reused on the site, soil samples should be“collected and analyzed for contamin- 
ation. If the soils exhibit constituents in concentrations that would render the soils hazardous, they should not be 
used for fill on the site, but should be disposed of properly. 


All proposed structures and the existing structures proposed to be renovated for future use should be designed to 
accommodate groundshaking resulting from the maximum credible earthquake. The maximum credible earthquake is the 
maximum earthquake that is likely to occur during the life of a proposed project. 


HYDROLOGY AND WATER-QUALITY 


Impacts 

Surface Drainage. The increase in impermeable surface area and storm water runoff when compared to historic or current 
conditions is expected to be minimal and would not strain the capacity of existing storm sewers near the site. Runoff 
from the site would likely improve in quality once the existing fill material and other substances were removed from the 
site and after the truck wash facility ceases operation. 


Groundwater. The project site would not in itself impact the groundwater regime. No structures have been proposed that 
would extend to the depths of the groundwater. Implementing the project would result in the removal of equipment used 
in previous land uses that may be the source of groundwater contamination. 


Mitigation Measures 
Additional samples from existing nionitoring wells should be collected and analyzed for any deleterious constituents used 


in the wash rack facility. This would allow onsite groundwater quality to be fully characterized. The aa hoaaees 
results should be submitted to appropriate agencies. 


PUBLIC HEALTH CONSIDERATIONS 


Impacts 


Two types of public health impacts are evaluated: 1) contaminants associated with past land uses on the site; and 
' 2) potential impacts for future tenants that may occupy the site and generate, handle or store hazardous materials. 


Health Impacts from Past Land Uses. Major health impacts to construction workers could be associated with site preparation. 


Caustic Materials. Demolition and construction workers could be adversely impacted by caustic materials remaining 
onsite at several locations from past land uses. 


Asbestos. Asbestos fibers could be released into the air during demolition or renovation of asbestos contaminated 
materials. 


Oil and Grease. The potential for residual oil and grease in storage tanks and piping might pose a fire hazard « 
during demolition activities. 


Unknown Chemicals. There may be contamination of the soil and groundwater from possible leakage of the under- 


ground chemical storage tank vanes by EBWRI. The composition of the chemicals contained in the tank is unknown at 
this time. 


9 


Health Impacts Associated with Future Land Uses. Any future land uses which involve the generation, use or storage of 
hazardous materials may involve public health risks such as that of accidental releases of contaminants into the air or 
water, spillage, fire and explosion from flammable materials, and leakage from underground storage tanks. 

However, firms engaged in R&D or manufacturing activities which use hazardous materials are subject to state and local 


regulations and oversight intended to minimize risks associated with the use of such substances. The industrial use of 
substances classified as hazardous material does not in and of itself constitute an adverse impact. 


Mitigation Measures -- Past Land Uses and Hazardous Materials 

Mitigation measures are recommended for the eastern and western portion of the site as follows: 
2900 Fifth Street Prope Eastern portion of si 

A health and safety plan should be prepared prior to demolition activities. 


Removal of any asbestos-containing material should be performed by qualified personnel specially trained in asbestos 
removal. ’ 


Underground piping, tanks and sumps should be decontaminated prior to further demolition activities. 


A closure plan for addressing these abandoned facilities should be prepared and submitted to the City of Berkeley 
providing a detailed description of the techniques to be used. 


Any oil and grease discovered onsite should be analyzed to verify that they are of vegetable oil origin. 
700 Heinz Avenue Property (Western portion of site 
Soil sampling should be performed to determine whether there has been any leakage from the chemical storage tank. 


A site characterization study of the property should be conducted, prior to demolition activities, to ascertain the 
following: 


Inventory all 55-gallon drums, aboveground tanks, underground tanks, and sumps and determine whether contents 
are hazardous; ; ' 


Identify proper disposal and decontamination methods for inventoried storage containers/tanks, associated 
Piping, and drainage system; ae 


Prepared and submit for approval a closure plan for this cleanup work; 
Identify the existence, location and contents of underground storage tanks from previous land uses; 


Register the underground chemical storage tank with the City of Berkeley in accordance with Subchapter 16 of 
Title 23 of the California Administrative Code (a variety of requirements such as leak monitoring are included 
within Subchapter 16); and 


Develop a worker health and safety plan for demolition activities. 


Further site characterisation of the 700 Heinz Avenue parcel should be performed after grading, to ascertain whether 
there has been contamination of the, native soil underlying the fill material covering part of the site. The native 
soils may be contaminated with caustic chemicals, fuei hydrocarbons, oil and grease, or other toxic substances identi- 
fied in the preliminary inventory of waste products. ; 


If contamination of the native soil is identified in concentrations that would render the soils hazardous, remedial 

action plans should be prepared and submitted to the City of Berkeley, the Department of Health Services and the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. Remedial efforts could involve the excavation of any soils found to be hazardous 
and the disposal of the excavated material in a Class I site. It should be noted that conditional project approval 

would be given at the Use Permit stage with final approval by these agencies required prior to issuance of building 
permit (except for demolition or excavation permits). 


Mitigation Measures -- Future Land Uses and Hazardous Materials. In the case where potential future tenants are known 
and hazardous materials may be an integral part of the tenant’s operation, then: 


An occupancy classification study should be performed prior to construction. The study should identify the chemicals, 
their toxicities, quantities, fire and explosion hazards, and special storage, handling, and transportation precautions. 
Identified special requirements for storage and building facilities should be established as preconditions for obtaining 
building and fire permits. 

PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

Impacts 


Fire Protection. Potential impacts of the project center on two concerns of the Fire Department: vehicle access 
difficulties and water supply. 


10 


Police. Development of the site for more intensive uses is expected to have an incremental effect on the demand for 
police services in the area. Additionally, site specific concerns for surveillance and protection may arise during 

detailed review of the plans by the Police Department (Crime Prevention Unit). However, as of this writing, the Police 
Department has not completed its review, nor has it articulated any special concerns. 


Sewage Collection and Treatment. A main sewer line with available capacity is located adjacent to the site along Heinz 

Avenue. The small amount of additional wastewater flow generated by the proposed project would not cause any signifi- 
cant adverse impact on the EBMUD treatment plant though it would contribute to the eventual need to add capacity if 
demand increases in this area. 


Storm Drainage. A 24-inch line along Heinz Avenue should be adequate to handle any additional runoff from the site. 


Water Supply. A preliminary analysis of the proposed project by EBMUD staff allows the conclusion that available water 
supply for consumptive and fire flow use exists and its provision would not create a significant impact. At future stages 
in the project’s review, the applicant would apply to EBMUD for a Water Service Estimate, at which time all facilities 
improvements would be specified. 4 : : 


Mitigation Measures 


Fire Protection. The Fire Department recommends several mitigation measures to reduce fire hazards and minimize demand 
for the Department's services. The primary source for the Department’s recommended and required mitigation measures is 
the Unified Fire Code (1979 edition) used by the City of Berkeley on all new developments. 


Access Mitigation Measures. The Uniform Fire Code (Section 10.207) specifies requirements regarding road widths and 
proximity to all structures. : 


Water Supply. The Code also requires that adequate fire flow be provided. Final determination of the required 
water volume and capital improvements necessary to reach that level would be made prior to the issuance of a Use Permit. 
However, preliminary recommendations include the installation/upgrading of three segments of water supply lines. 


Other Mitigation Measures. The City of Berkeley has an ongoing development review process which will involve 
representatives of the Fire Department in approval of various permits necessary for completion of the project and 
occupation of the buildings. 


Police. The Police Department should complete its review of the project plans and recommended any modifications or - 
additions to the project which would reduce demand for police services and serve to prevent crime at the site. At 
present, and until the Police Department completes its review, more specific mitigation measures cannot be recommended. 


Sewage Collection and Treatment. If the wastewater generated by the proposed project were to exceed the capacity of the - 
10-inch sewer main located on Heinz Avenue, the applicant would be responsible for expanding capacity as determined by 
the City of Berkeley Department of Public Works. In addition, the applicant would pay a one-time capacity fee and 
ongoing usage fee to EBMUD. If the City of Berkeley adopts a sewer connection fee schedule prior to the time of the 
project’s hookup, the applicant should pay the required amount. 


Storm Drainage. The applicant would be responsible for paying permit and engineering inspection fees levied by the City 
of Berkeley. If the city adopts a storm drain connection fee schedule prior to the time of the project’s hookup, the 
applicant should pay the required amount. 


Water Supply. The project sponsor would be required to submit to EBMUD an application for a Water Service Estimate 
and to provide local transmission lines as specified therein. : : 


A Service Capacity Charge would bé levied and monthly charge estimated as well. At the time of this application, the 
project sponsor would be provided with information on methods of conserving water through building design and emphasis 
on water-saving appliances and landscaping. 


Copies of correspondence regarding fire flow requirements should be sent to the City of Berkeley Fire Marshall to assure 
coordination and appropriate input by .the Fire Department. 


FISCAL IMPACTS: COST AND REVENUE EFFECTS 
Costs of Public Services and Facilities 


Two types of public services costs could result from the project: direct costs associated with serving the project and 
indirect costs associated with providing services to new residents working at the project. 


Public Safety. According the the Fire Department, no significant increased costs would be created if the project were _ 
to incorporate the list of recommended mitigation measures. The in-migration of 80 to 100 new households could increase 
ongoing costs of police and fire protection, though the extent of such costs would not be significant, nor is there any | 
reason to think that it would vary from the average per capita costs of providing these services to existing Berkeley 
residents. ; 


Public Works. Direct project impacts on roads, sewers, storm drains, and water supply lines would be offset to a great 

extent by direct developer responsibility for their provision. The Transportation section (pp.76 to 101) recommends several 
offsite roadway mitigations as well. Indirect costs of operating all public works for new residential users would be nearly, 

though not quite equally, balanced against the residential property taxes generated. 
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General Government. The direct general government costs of the project would be partially offset by the one-time 
revenues shown below. An office and industrial project would not be expected to increase demand for general government 
services (e.g. parks and recreation) to the extent that a residential project would. 


Total Costs. Responses by city department staff indicate that the combination of implementing the recommended mitiga- 
tion measures along with the city’s established fee schedule, and developer responsibility for certain public improvements 
would decrease any public services costs to a minimal level. 


evenues Generated by th d 


Two one-time revenues (building permit and plan check fees) would accrue to the city during processing of the project's 
applications. However, these funds (approximately $61,000 - $64 ,000) are charged by the city to reimburse it for costs 
incurred in reviewing the project and as such represent no net gain to the City. 


Ongoing revenues analyzed include property taxes, sales taxes, business license fees, utility users fees and several other 
miscellaneous sources. The net annual increase in municipal revenues resulting from the proposed project would be approxi- 
mately $124,203 in the first year of full operation. 


Comparison of Costs and Revenues 


The forecast revenues would exceed costs of providing services to the project. General fund revenues of roughly $99,000 
would exceed expenditures by departments with general fund allocations (if general government costs are added) in by more 
than $90,000 annually. Additionally, some $25,000 in revenue to specific facilities and programs would result. 


Given provisions of Proposition 1$ (1978) that the assessed value of taxable property can rise by only up to two percent 
annually (until the time of sale), a general decline in the level of the positive fiscal impact could occur over time. 


CUMULATIVE AND GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT 


Impacts 


The analysis and mitigations presented throughout this report take into account the approved, planned or proposed projects 
in the vicinity of the proposed project in a direct and site-specific manner. Impacts from these cumulative developments 
have been added to the existing conditions in the quantitative analysis of traffic, air quality and noise impacts, and the 
recommended mitigations are based on the fotal effect. 


Discussed below at a more general level are those impacts likely to be experienced in the study area resulting from the 
second level of large-scale cumulative development and growth-inducement (principally related to the Emeryville Bayfront 
and Berkeley Waterfront). These impacts, however, are very difficult to forecast both because of the geographic separation 
of the site from the two waterfront areas and the uncertainty regarding implementation of those plans. 


Cumulative Impacts. Analysis of the cumulative traffic impacts of the large-scale waterfront plans shows that the 
Berkeley Waterfront Plan would have only a modest impact on the intersections of Ashby Avenue with San Pablo Avenue 
and with Seventh Street. An even less noticeable impact would result at the intersections of Seventh Street with Anthony 
Street, Heing Avenue and Dwight Way. 


However, the much larger Emeryville Bayfront Plan would have a greater adverse effect. Allowable development there 

could add.over 1,000 PM peak hour vehicles to the intersection of Ashby Avenue and Seventh Street (representing about 52 
percent of the total forecast vehicular volume). At other critical intersections in the vicinity of the Durkee site, buildout 

of the plan would also add between, 200 and 300 vehicles (representing between 17 and 33 percent of the total forecast 
volume) at the peak hour. (These: cumulative impacts are discussed in detail in the Cumulative and Growth Inducing Impacts 
Chapter). 


It is unlikely the Ashby/Seventh intersection could accommodate this traffic without substantial improvements necessita- 
ting right-of-way acquisition and possibly the elimination of existing businesses at the intersection. Another outcome 
would be a considerable increase in north/south traffic through both the San Pablo Avenue and Seventh Street corridors 
in Berkeley. 


Though a quantitative forecast of cumulative sub-regional air quality impacts resulting from implementation of the 
large-scale plans is beyond the scope of this EIR, it should be noted that the forecast traffic volumes could lead to 
similarly large vehicular emissions. 


Cumulative noise impacts are not expected to noticeably worsen at the project site due to its location away from Seventh 
Street. 


Cumulative land use changes in the larger study area are not in and of themselves an adverse impact. The beneficial and 
adverse aspects of these changes are for elected and appointed decisionmakers to weigh. 


Growth Inducing Impacts. It is unlikely the proposed project would cause the rate of private redevelopment in southwest 
Berkeley (a trend which has been evident for several years) to increase. There is already a great deal of leaseable space 
approved for small to medium size office, light industrial and other commercial uses. 


Induction of individual developments of a larger scale will be more strongly influenced by the two waterfront plans. 
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CHAPTER III 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


PROJECT LOCATION 


The project site is located in the southwest corner of the City of 
Berkeley, roughly between Heinz Avenue and Anthony Street on both sides of 
Fifth Street. The Southern Pacific railroad tracks form the western edge of 
the site. Figure 1 shows the regional location and project site. 


Ashby Avenue (State Route 13) can be accessed about two blocks south of the 
site. It intersects Interstate 80/State Route 17 at a distance of slightly 
over one-half mile from the site. Aquatic Park (a mmicipally maintained 
bayfront park and brackish lagoon of roughly 95 acres lying east of the 
freeway) begins one hundred yards west of the project site. The neighbor- 
hood surrounding the site includes light industry, offices, retail amd 
residential uses. 


Throughout this report a distinction will be drawn between the project site 
and a less formal geographical area which will be referred to as the larger 
study area. This larger study area is outlined in Figure 2 and shown in 
the aerial photo (Figure 3). 


PURPOSE 


The proposed Aquatic Park Center project by Wareham Development of San 
Rafael would be a mixed-use project on a site which was designated as a 
landmark by the Berkeley Landmarks Preservation Commission in September 
1985. 


Two_ Scenarios 


The project to be analyzed under CEQA law and guidelines consists of two 
scenarios under consideration by the applicant. he differences between 
the two scenarios center on proposed development of the eastern portion of 
the site, south of the Durkee Building and near the existing Spice Build- 
ing, though other variations are also described below. 


Both scenarios propose to renovate the Durkee Building for use as a conbi- 
nation of office space, artists' studios, a restaurant and a theater for 
the performing arts. In addition, a parking structure for 90 vehicles and 
a pedestrian bridge over the Southern Pacific railroad tracks to Aquatic 
Park are proposed. 


Scenario One. This potential development is intended to provide for the 
continued use of the Durkee Building and for office space of two types. 
One of the two office buildings has been designed to accommodate the spa- 
tial and security needs of a specific tenant, Educational Testing Service 
(ETS) of Berkeley. ‘The other office building would provide space for as 
yet undetermined tenants. 
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Scenario Two. Scenario Two would become the proposed project should the 
intended prime tenant of Scenario One decide to locate elsewhere. Under 
this proposal, the office building designed for ETS would be eliminated; 
instead, the Spice Building would be retained and renovated, and two one- 
story mixed-use buildings would be constructed adjacent to it. 


According to the applicant, the mixed-use buildings will probably be com- 
prised of roughly 85 percent light industrial and R&D uses and 15 percent 


Environmental Review of Both Scenarios 


The environmental impact analysis presented in this document addresses both 
of the applicant's scenarios as the CEQA "project"’. 


As described below, a large portion of the building program remains sub- 
stantially the same under both scenarios. Where environmental impacts 
would not vary significantly, the two scenarios are analyzed jointly. 
Enviromental impacts which would vary are described under separate head- 
ings for each scenario. 


GENERAL DESCRIPTION 
Building Program 


The project has been designed by de Tienne Associates (of San Francisco), 
project architects. Because the architect's designation of project compo- 
nents differs for the two scenarios (A-E for Scenario One and AG for 
Scenario Two), the proposed structures are referred to throughout this 
report as shown in Table 1. 


In addition, the building program includes three and four at-grade parking 
lots for Scenarios One and Two respectively, and landscaped open space. 


Site and Building Plan 


. 
The project site is approximately 5.75 acres. Figure 4 shows the site's 
existing (and demolished) structures ard site plan. Figures 5 and 6 show 
the proposed site. plan for the project, umder each of the scenarios. 
(Figures 4 through 13 bégin on page 23.) 


As shown, the placement of the proposed structures would create a linear 
open space area through the middle of the site. Pedestrian traffic would 
be routed through the site on pathways connecting each of the buildings. 


In addition to the buildings which comprise the project, an existing struc- 
ture (Garr Land & Resources Management, Inc.) fronts on Heinz Aveme and is 


located within the general rectangle of the project site. This building is 
located outside the project boundaries. 
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Table 1 


Project Data 
Scenario One Scenario Two 

ba). (BTS as sprime tenant) a eee ee (ES iotraeterant) 22 oo 

Size Size 
Durkee Building 24,000 Same ; 24,000 
New east office building 50,000 Two new mixed-use buildings 37,056 
New west office building 53,600 Same 53,600 
Parking garage (90 spaces) 38,000 Same 38,000 
Pedestrian bridge n.a. Same n.a. 
(no Spice Building] ~ Spice Building 13,500 
Total square footage 165,600 166,156 
Leaseable square footage 127,600 128,156 

Parking: Required 4 and Provided Parking: Required and Provided 


127,600 sq. ft. @ 2 spaces per 
1,000 sq. ft. = 255 required stalls 


255 stalls are proposed in Scenario 
One 


127,600 sq. ft. @ 1 dock per the 
first 10,000 sq. ft. amd 1 dock 

per each additional 25,000 sq. ft. = 
6 required loading docks 


3 loading docks are proposed 
c 


128,156 sq. ft. @ 2 spaces per 
1,000 sq. ft. = 256 required stalls 


272 stalls are proposed in Scenario 
Two 


ere re oeee eel ees 


128,156 sq. ft. @ same requirements =. 
6 required loading docks 


7 loading docks are proposed 


Sources: deTienne Associates and City of Berkeley 


we 


The renovation of the 24,000 square foot Durkee Building is proposed to 


retain the structural exterior, 
modifications to provide for 


with the exception of some minor entry 


access. Within the Durkee Build- 


ing ome structural colum is planned for removal to accommodate the needs 


of the Jewish Commmity Theatre. 
square feet is also included. 
vated building. 


A restaurant of approximately 3,000 
Figure 7 shows elevation views of the reno- 


The new west office building (53,600 square feet) would be a two-story 


steel 
of the site, and 


frame and concrete/glass wall building located in the western third 
of the views from the building to Aquatic 


advantage 
Park and San Francisco Bay (see Figure 8). 


The proposed pedestrian bridge would consist of a pair of steel frame stair 
towers amd a steel box truss bridge adjacent to the site's northwestern 
edge on city right-of-way. According to the project architect, the archi- 
tectural character of the bridge would be similar to the industrial design 
established at the site. (See Figure 9 for elevation drawings of the 
bridge and Figure 10 for a site plan of how the bridge could tie into the 
existing walkway at Aquatic Park.) 


The parking garage would be located in the middle third of the site adja- 
cent to the southern boundary, just west of Fifth Street. The garage would 
be a two-story concrete structure accammodating approximately 90 vehicles 
on one interior level and a roof deck. Figure 11 illustrates how the 
garage would look in elevation. 


Scenario One. Under Scenario One, the new east office building (50,000 
square feet) would be aome-story steel frame and concrete tilt-up 
structure in the shape of an L on the south and west sides of the Durkee 
Building. This building is intended for use by the Educational Testing 
Service (ETS). The exterior is described by the project architect as 
reflecting the detailing and character of the Durkee Building. The exist- 
ing smokestack would be retained as a focal point on the site, and would be 
surrounded by a glass pavilion at the entry to this building (see Figure 12 
for elevation view). 


Scenario Two. This scenario includes six structures. The Durkee Building, 


the parking garage and the new west office building remain the same in this 
scenario. 


- The design of structures facing the Durkee Building on the east and south 
would be modified under Scenario Two. The new east office building would 
instead be proposed as two one-story mixed use buildings (comprised of 
industrial, research & development, and retail space) forming wings to the 
north and west from the Spice Building. According to the project architect, 
the spaces to be rented are intended for "incubator" industries and of- 
fices. The design of these structures would allow preservation and renova- 
tion of the Spice Building. Construction of a partial mezzanine level 
within the Spice Building would increase its rentable space to 13,500 
square feet. Figure 13 provides an elevation drawing of this set of 
buildings. 


Construction Program - 


Scenario One. The construction cost for the buildings in Scenario One would 
be approximately $8,233,000. 


Scenario Two. The construction cost for the buildings in Scenario Two would 
be approximately $8,305,000. 


These cost estimates do not include land costs or the costs of landscaping, 
infrastructure provision, or fees and permits. The project's total value 
for purposes of property taxes would be based on valuation techniques 
described in the fiscal impacts section of this report. 


Construction is currently estimated to last approximately eight months. 


Landscaping 
It is the project sponsor's intention to engage a separate landscape design 
firm to prepare a landscaping plan for the proposed project. The site 


pci Sapper or ier bebe aed oa ong el 
plans for landscaping the site. 


Circulation 


It is proposed that Fifth Street be extended through the site, providing 
access to the eastern side of the parking garage and at-grade parking near 
the Durkee Building. As shown, the extension of Fifth Street would be a 
private street maintained by the property owner. In addition, an interior 
roadway is proposed to stem from Heinz Aveme and access the at-grade 

across from the new west office building and the northwestern 


corner of the parking garage. 


Vehicular traffic arriving at or departing from the project site would use 
Seventh Street and Anthony Street to Fifth Street and into the project, or 
Heinz Averme to one of the access points on that side of the project. 


The major differences in circulation between Scenarios One and Two stem 
from the placement of at-grade parking lots. Scenario One includes two 
parking lot entrances off of Heinz Avenue amd one delivery entrance to the 
new east office building. Scenario Two shows a parking lot entrance on. 
Heinz Avemme to an at-grade parking lot between the Durkee Building and new 
mixed use building and adds delivery entrances to the Spice Building. and 
adjacent new mixed use building stemming from Fifth Street. (See Transpor- . 
tation, p. 76 for more detailed description of onsite circulation.) 


The total amount of parking to be provided in Scenario Qne includes 90 
spaces in the garage and 165 in at-grade lots. Scenario Two includes the 
same mmber of garage spaces and slightly more (17) at grade, inthe lot 
ai sain ag oR KT 


from the existing ETS offices. 


Based on similar office developments in the Bay Area, it is estimated that 
employment at the project's other office building would be approximately 
188 total ijcbs. ‘The renovated Durkee Building would generate 72 jocbs. 
Permanent employment generation of 305 year-round positions and 105 peak 
jcbs would be expected. 


Anticipated rental rates for the new western office building are get 
mately $1.25 per square foot. According to the applicant, existing tenants 

in the Durkee Building have been offered a choice of two rent schedules, 
an offer which is at least partially dependent on the results of a city 
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determination of whether local ordinances governing residential conversion 
and rent levels apply to Durkee tenants (see pp.72 and 74 for discussion of 
this issue). Existing tenants agreeing to use their space for commercial 
Purposes only would pay approximately $0.30 per square foot while tenants 
seeking to maintain a live/work unit would pay $0.50 per square foot. 
Renters would be responsible for utilities in either case and would be 
subject to an anmual 5 percent or 8 percent adjustment annually for commer- 
cial space or live/work space respectively. 


Scenario Two. Employment generated by the total project in this scenario 
would be approximately the same as that of Scenario One. However, the jobs 
would tend to be year-round when compared with the composition of the ETS 
workforce (70 percent temporary peak positions). (See Employment and Hous- 
ing, pp.65 to 69 for further discussion.) 


Anticipated rent levels for the new mixed-use buildings would be approxi- 
mately $0.65 per square foot. The offer to existing Durkee Building ten- 
ants would apply under Scenario Two as well. ‘ 


REQUIRED ACTIONS FOR PROJECT APPROVAL 

A mumber of approvals and other reviews would be necessary in order for 
construction to begin on the proposed project. These are specified below 
in the order they would typically occur. This list may be modified by the 
City. This EIR applies to all approvals and analyzes their impacts; the 
ETR would be completed and certified prior to the first discretionary 
approval. 

1. Certification of the Final Fnvirormental Impact Report (EIR) 


2. Demolition Permit(s) and Project Approval from Landmarks 
Preservation Commission (LPC) 


3. Use Permit from Board of Adjustments 


4. Consideration by the Design Review Sub-committee of the Parks 
and Recreation Commission. 


5. Approval of Pedestrian Bridge Design from State Public Utilities 
Commission (PUC) 


6. Street Vacation for Pedestrian Bridge Requiring Approval of 
Transportation and Planning Commission 


7. Issuance of Building Permit 


BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS 


Though proposed in late 1985, this development has already been the subject 
of many official and informal meetings. Several background documents 
prepared by city staff as well as consultants for the project sponsor 
contain information on the proposed project. 
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Initial Study 


An Enviromental Initial Study was prepared by the City of Berkeley in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines. (See Appendix A of this report.) 


Landmarks Preservation Commission Memoranda 


Two memoranda from the Landmarks Preservation Commission to the Mayor and 
Members of the City Council provide background information on the designa- 
tion of the Durkee site as a Berkeley landmark: the designation memo 
itself (September 10, 1985) and supplemental staff report on the appeal of 
that designation by a representative of the project sponsor (September 18, 
1985). 


Technical Backaround Reports 


An archeological record search was conducted by the California Archeologi- 
cal Inventory (Jarmary 17, 1986) and the results provided to the city (via 
de Tiemne Associates, project architects) in a mem (see Apperdix B). 


A series of analyses and progress reports have been prepared regarding 
comditions of onsite soils and potential for hazardous wastes. Reports 
from Engineering-Science were prepared on the following dates: October 9, 
1985; December 19, 1985; January 20, 1986; February 3, 1986; and April 18, 
1986. In addition, a more specific analysis of the 500 Heinz Averme truck 
wash operation was conducted by Harding Lawson Associates. (n.d.). Recent 
memos are included as Appendix D. 


A foundation feasibility investigation was prepared by Peter Kaldveer and 
Associates, Inc., Geotechnical Consultants, in October 1985. 


Preliminary analysis of traffic was undertaken by Barton-Aschman Associ- 
ates, Inc. for an earlier configuration of two new office buildings. 


These technical Se ee eee eats eed eee 
reference. 


i 


Project Architect Materials 
The major report prepared by de Tienne Associates for development and envi- 
rommental j 


pro) 
Envirormental Impact Review (October 8, 1985). This document contains the 
application by the project sponsor for an envirormmental initial study anda 
supplemental narrative to that application; a use permit application; 
copies of the preliminary traffic and soils analyses; and several exhibits. 


A second document prepared by de Tiemme Associates (February 5, 1986) pro- 


vides responses to a series of questions asked by the Durkee Site Task 
Force and includes additional exhibits. 
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FIGURE 6 PROPOSED SITE PLAN: 
| SCENARIO TWO 
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FIGURE 7 
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FIGURE 8 ELEVATION: NEW WEST OFFICE 


BUILDING (BOTH SCENARIOS) 
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FIGURE 9 
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FIGURE 10 SITE PLAN: PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE 
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FIGURE 11 ELEVATION: PARKING GARAGE 
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FIGURE 13 ELEVATIONS: NEW EAST OFFICE 
BUILDINGS AND SPICE BUILDING 
(SCENARIO TWO) 
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CHAPTER IV 


ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 


LAND USE PLANNING AND THE SITE'S LANDMARK STATUS 


Historic Setting 


The following descriptive and analytical material is based upon several 
sources of information including the Application Requesting Designation for 
Landmark. Status (prepared by Betty Marvin, July 4, 1985); files of the 
Berkeley Architectural Heritage Association (BAHA); materials on file at 
the Oakland Museum; and discussions with members of the Landmarks Preserva- 
tion Commission, neighborhood residents and employees of onsite businesses. 


The application (Marvin, 1985), in particular, presents a detailed history 
of both the site and its architecture. Because this source is so complete, 
it is included as Appendix E to this report. The historic setting infor- 
mation summarized below is intended to provide an overview; readers speci- 
fically interested in information about the architects, building materials, ~ 
previous uses, dates of construction (and demolition in some cases) of the 
buildings, should review Appendix E. . 


Industrial History of the Site and Vicinity. Portions of west Berkeley 
(the Oceanview district 10-12 blocks north of the site, for instance) began 


developing shortly after the Gold Rush in the 1850s, in port and industrial 
uses. The construction of the Central Pacific Railroad in 1877, which 
paralleled what is now San Pablo Avemme, greatly stimlated the area's 
growth. Further stimulus to growth came in 1901 when the San Pablo elec- 
tric streetcar line was extended from Emeryville to University Avenue, 
allowing easy access for passengers from Berkeley to Oakland. 


The San Francisco fire in 1906 caused some firms to relocate to the East 
Bay shoreline, with nodes of development appearing in Emeryville and por- 
tions of west Berkeley slightly north of the project site. The site and 
vicinity seem to have’ developed as infill between these nodes in the years 
that followed. 


Library photos of the site indicate that Potter Creek was open at least 
into the late 1920s on and adjacent to the site. 


Onsite Buildings. The earliest known buildings to occupy the site were 
built in 1916-17 for a subdivision of Stauffer Oil Company, known as the 
Vegetable Oil Company. The buildings known today as the Copra Building 
(located on the same block as the project but not included in it, and 
currently owned by Garr Land & Resources Inc.) and the recently demolished 
Boiler Room Building (the smokestack of which remains) are all that remain 
of these earliest structures. In fact, only the lower portion of the Copra 
Building was built in 1916-17. (Figure 14 shows the site in 1926.) 


The site and buildings were acquired in 1929 by Durkee Famous Foods, a div- 


ision of Glidden Foods. The Art Deco style Durkee Building was constructed 
and the buildings expanded. (Figure 15 shows the site in 1940.) 
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FIGURE 14 | PHOTOGRAPH OF SITE IN 1926 
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The physical plant expanded again after World War II when building permits 
were issued for the hydrogenation plant, cooling tower deodorizer, office/ 
storage, electric sign and experimental kitchen, of which only the last 
remains. The plant was described in those days as the largest edible oil 
refinery on the Pacific Coast. 


The plant ceased operations in 1974 and was acquired in 1977 by Agricon, 
another oil processing firm from San Francisco. Agricom operated the plant 
until declaring bankruptcy in 1984. During Agricom's tenure, portions of 
the site not in use for their industrial operations were rented for small 
businesses, live/work uses, and other light industrial uses. 


The site was acquired by Wareham Development in 1985 and subsequent demoli- 
tion activity has decreased the mmber of structures on the site to the 
present level. 


landmarks Preservation Commission Actions and Designation of the Site. A 


series of events between February and August of 1985 culminated in the 
Landmarks Preservation Commission's designating the Durkee site as a 
Berkeley Landmark. It should be noted that the entire site was landmarked, 
rather than any one specific building. The decision to landmark was subse- 
quently appealed, umsuccessfully, by the owners, Wareham Development, to 
the City Council in September 1985. 


Because of the high level of public involvement and controversy i 
the designation, and the unique nature of the Berkeley Landmarks Ordinance, 
the following discussion focuses on these issues and introduces additional 
accepted environmental impact criteria used by professionals in evaluating 
sites and buildings for historic or architectural merit. 


‘Chronology of Designation for Landmark Status. The chronology of 
events leading up to the Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) designa- 
tion of the site as a landmark includes the following benchmark dates: 


February 11, 1985 Two demolition permits improperly issued for 
onsite buildings. 


February - June,'1985 Demolition proceeds at the site. 


June 13, 1985 LPC initiates landmark proceeding on Durkee 

ee site in Special Meeting. Codes and Inspections 
Department issues a stop work order on > 
demolition. [Wareham attorneys give date as 
June 7, 1985.] 


June 17, 1985 LPC holds regular meeting, requesting City 
Manager to reinstate stop work order. 


July 15, 1985 LPC public hearing on designation. Ten 
~ residents spoke in favor of site designation. 
R. Robbins representing Wareham Development 
requested the designation be limited to indi- 
vidual buildings only. 
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August 6, 1985 LPC designated the Durkee complex a historic 
; Berkeley site. Discovery of toxic substances 
revealed by Chief of Envirommental Health Dept. 


August 20, 1985 R. Robbins files appeal challenging LPC's 
designation. 


September 10, 1985 City Council refers appeal back to Commission 
so that staff can prepare complete appeal 
report. 


September 16, 1985 LPC clarified its intent on cee of 
Durkee Fa oes as a landmark. 


Berkeley Landmarks Preservation Ordinance. The Berkeley Landmarks 
Preservation Ordinance (Chapter 3.32, Municipal Code) is generally coreee 
by members of the Commission and the greater commmnity of persons 
ested ari perecns active inunttens of historic and erchitecearal preserva 
tion to be relatively broad in its coverage and application. It has been 
described by several knowledgeable Berkeley residents as encompassing the 
protection of historic cultural and lifestyle characteristics of the comm- 
nity as well as architecturally significant structures. 


In choosing to designate a structure or site as a landmark, the Ordinance 
sets forth five general criteria: 1) architectural merit; 2) cultural 
value; 3) educational value; 4) historic value; and 5) any property listed 
on the National Register of Historic Places (Sec. 3.24. 110. A.1=-5). 


Applications for permits:-to undertake workion!e Jancmric cite are subject 
to review standards and criteria which are specifically set forth in Sec=- 
tion 3.24.260. These standards address exterior features of structures and 
major interior architectural features. Also addressed are the special 
Character or special historical, architectural or aesthetic interest or 
value of the landmark and its site, as viewed both in themselves and in 
their setting. 

Requests for aencliticn are considered on the basis of the condition of the 
structure(s), the feasibility of preserving or restoring the structure(s) 


and after balancing the public interest of preservation and the interest of 
the owner in other use. 


Decision and Rationale. In designating the Durkee site a landmark, 
the LPC included three reasons in their motion: 


1. The "Durkee Complex" is an example of Berkeley's early industrial 
beginning 


2. Its value as a reminder to the neighborhood and city as a whole of 
economic and cultural growth of this section of the city. 


3. In particular, to recognize the unique architectural and industrial 
style of 800 Heinz (Durkee Building). 
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The transcript or taped proceedings of that LPC meeting (August 6, 1986) 
includes testimony, by neighborhood residents and tenants of the Durkee 
Building, which has been described by one Commission member and persons 
attending the scoping session on this EIR as being eloquent and convincing. 


Criteria Used by Architectural Historians and Preservation Groups. 
Before describing the current setting at the site and nearby vicinity, it 
is important to further outline the context of the environmental evaluation 
of the site and the immediate commmity of tenants and nearby residents. 


When the applicant (Wareham Development) sought a demolition permit and use 
permit in order to undertake the proposed project, the city determined that 
one of the areas the environmental impact report would investigate would be 
that of the architectural and historic resources on the site. From a CEQA 
point of view, this investigation takes two forms. The first addresses the 
issue of whether the applicant's proposal is consistent with (or could be 
mitigated through conditions of project approval to satisfy) the landmark 
designation. The second branch of this analysis is a professional evalua- 
tion of the Durkee site, the remaining buildings onsite, the character of 
the site and the fit of the project in terms of urban design with the 
existing site.! 

While the first analysis takes as its base the Berkeley Landmarks Preserva- 
tion Ordinance and the landmark designation of the site (which has been 
upheld on appeal to the City Council), the second analysis refers to state 
Current Setting 

The existing land uses in the larger study area have been mapped as part of 


this’ report and are shown in Figure 16. An inventory of individual busi- 


nesses located within this area was also compiled during a walking tour of 
the 3l-block area. These businesses are listed and mapped by block in 
Appendix C (p.161). Figures 17 - 18 (photographs 1-13) show several typi- 
cal views of the site's land uses and its surroundings. 


Onsite Land Use. The,project site is presently characterized by six struc- 
tures (including those at the truck tank washing facility) with demolition 
taking place ona seventh. Figure 4 shows these structures along with 
nearby buildings. The Durkee Building is used as shop and office space by 
several artists and other small office users (e.g. a publisher, natural 
food company and lawyer). Three live-work tenants currently occupy space 
in the Durkee Building. (See Housing section, p.72, for further discussion 
of recent residential use of the Durkee Building.) 


I This evaluation has been undertaken by Mr. Gray Brechin, Architectural 
Historian under contract to Mundie & Associates. 
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FIGURE 17 LOCATION OF VIEWS 
ie We 


Figure 18: Photographs of Site and Vicinity 


Photo 1: View of Heinz Street Looking West 
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Photo 2: View of Durkee Building (and Corner of Utility Building) 


Photo 3: View of Utility Building (810 Heinz) Looking Southeast 
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Photo 8: View of Site Looking Northeast (Building on Left is Warehouse 
Demolished in 1985) 


Photo 9: View of Site Looking North (Durkee Building on Right) 


41 


Photo 10: View of Site, Smokestack and Spice Warehouse, Looking Northeast 


Photo 12: View of Onsite Tanks and Adjacent Parking Lot Looking Northeast 


Photo 13: View of 2910 Seventh Street (Wareham Development) Looking Northeast 
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Photo 14: View of Winterizing Building at Demolition (1985) 
Photo courtesy of Rick Auerbach 


An auto repair shop occupies the building at 810 Heinz Avenue immediately 
east of the Durkee Building. Adjacent to 810 Heinz is a smaller structure, 
the Experimental Kitchen. Together, these two buildings are referred to in 
this report as the Utility Buildings. The Copra Building (Garr Land & 
Resources Management) is presently used for furniture distribution. While 
it is located on the same block as the proposed project, it is not included 
in the project. 

o 

The truck tank washing facility on the west end of the site is no longer in 
Operation. During the first half of 1986, its operations resulted in up to 
one dozen combination truck/trailer rigs either parked on the street or in 
the washing area at any one time. The lease at this facility expired in 
mid-1986, and the current tenants have relocated to the City of San Pablo 
(Robbins and Makdisi, 1986). 


The smokestack (proposed to be retained in Scenario One of the proposed 
project) is all that remains of the Winterizing Building, demolished in 
1985 (see Photo 14). Adjacent to the footprint of that building stands the 
one-story high bay Spice Warehouse which is presently vacant. 


Storage tanks are also located onsite at several locations (see Figure 4 
for location of remaining tanks) and are in the process of being removed. 
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With complete demolition of the Winterizing Building in 1985 and the inter- 
rupted demolition of the Empty Container Warehouse (immediately south of 
the Copra Building), which now stands as a structural steel frame, the site 
is the scene of a great deal of structural detritus and residue left after 
the demolition. Stormwater ponding occurs at points on the site (see sec- 
tion on Hydrology and Water Quality for additional details). 


It is important to note that these characteristics of the site are rela- 
tively recent in origin and stem from the activities of the project sponsor 
in the early stages of the development of the proposed project. (The 
site's recent history and actions of the Landmarks Preservation Commission 
as a result of onsite demolition are described above.) 


Land Use West of the Project Site. Immediately west of the project site is 
the Southern Pacific right-of-way. Beyond the right-of-way, and accessed 
by pedestrians though the project site, is Berkeley's Aquatic Park, a 
lagoon surrounded by landscaped open space. 


Land Use North of the Project Site. Across Heinz Avenue from the eastern 
half of the project site is located a tall one-story manufacturing plant 
operated by the Temescal Company. West of this structure is the Berkeley 
Industrial Center, a collection of light industrial, commercial and man- 
facturing uses. 


Land Use East of the Project Site. Between Potter Street and Heinz Avenue, 
east of the project site, is the initial Aquatic Park Center lab space and 
office complex built by Wareham Development (2910 Seventh Street and 890 
Heinz Avenue). These buildings are 44,000 and 24,000 square feet respec- 
tively, and according to the owner are presently over 90 percent occupied. 


land Use South of the Project Site. A printing facility and auto repair 
shop are located south of the Spice Warehouse and smokestack with addresses 
on Potter Street. Across Fifth Street to the west is the warehouse and 
distribution facility of Bay Export Services; here large trucks load from 
docks facing onto Fifth Street. Between this facility and the SPRR tracks 
is located an additional storage building. 
. 

Land Uses _in Larger Study Area. As partially shown in Figure 16 and more 
fully presented in Appendix C, the land uses in the larger study area span 
a very wide range of types and intensities including the following: 


Business support services 
Professional services 


Single family residential 
Multiple family residential 
Convenience retail 

Fast food and other restaurant 
Specialty retail 

Construction supply 

Nursery and garden supply 
General retail 


‘LE 


Personal services * Light industry 

Repair services * Research and development 
Business supply * Wholesale and warehousing 
Auto service/gas station ° Heavy industrial 


Financial, insurance, real estate 
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The study area's concentration cf activities, which are both diverse amd 
economically interdependent, give the neighborhood of the site a particular 
Character that is umusual even in an urban setting like Berkeley. Iccal 
residents and tenants refer to an intangible quality in the existing land 
use mix that offers interest, comvenience and excitement, and that makes 
this neighborhood special. 


The layout of the Utility Buildings fronting on Heinz Aveme, the ‘Durkee 
Building, the (demolished) Winterizing Building and the Spice Warehouse 
created a courtyard in which the tenants of these buildings would gather 
and through which they would enter their respective offices and shops. The 
courtyard has served sae ad tS SB MS IS a focal 
point for this commmity. 


Discussions with members of a local commmity group, Merchants, Artists and 
Residents (M.A.R.S.) of southwest Berkeley as well as a thorough review of 
the minutes and progress made in the course of the planning process for a 
new West Berkeley Area Plan document suggest that this strong character may 
be affected by the kinds of changes which would occur on the Durkee site 


and nearby under proposals for other developments. 


It is felt by residents that the safe and neighborly character of the area 
would be lost if new offices and more intense retail contirme to be devel- 


oped. 


land Use Trends. Much activity in the larger study area in recent years 
has involved the renovation of existing structures to serve a different 
purpose than they were originally designed to serve. Evidence of indus- 
trial and shop space being converted to office space for start-up firms or 
studio space for designers, printmakers and artists abounds. 


In addition, office developments like the initial Aquatic Park Center, the 
Parker Plaza office complex amd the Fantasy Records/Saul Zaentz Company 
block have been built, introducing a newer type of office or commercial 
building, though not a new type of land use. 


Rent levels and Displacement. There is some evidence of increased 
rent levels for commercial space in the larger study area near the project 
site, though a comprehensive survey of rents asked is beyond the scope of 
this reporting effort. Rent increases are a predictable byproduct of 
private redevelopment “efforts of the type which have occurred on some 
blocks in the study area and would occur with or without the proposed 
project. While they can be the cause of displacement for some businesses, 
they often result from structural renovations which represent a real 
upgrading of properties. In other instances, gradual changes in land uses 
in the area can lead to these spillover effects without producing changes 
viewed as beneficial. 


Current tenants of the Durkee Building believe the proposed project would 
result in eventual rent increases there. Already, eviction notices have 
been delivered to all but ome of the Building's tenants (the one tenant 
spared the notice has a valid long term lease). 
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Availability of Iarge Parcels. Historic industrial areas like south=- 


west Berkeley appear to experience land use changes and proposals for 


the right price for redevelopment has been completed. However, anecdotal 
evidence suggests that some of the existing industrial properties may 
eventually be sold for development of another sort. 


The current plans of the owners of the Carleton Street Business Center 
on the old Colgate Plant site (described in the following section) are to 
develop up to 587,220 square feet of office, R&D and warehousing space, for 
Which they already have a use permit allowing immediate implementation of 
their plans whenever the market is ready. The need for mich additional 
Space beyond this project and several other smaller projects which are in 
the development process cannot be Clearly fo : 


Office and Commercial Growth Climate. Discussions with local devel- 
OO gr Sa a gear aaa aap epememason ° 


and in other Bay Area markets, the demand for space in and around west 
Berkeley continues at a fairly steady pace. So long as rent levels are 
kept within the affordable range for the types of uses Currently found 
throughout the larger study area (see Appendix C for existing businesses in 
the larger study area), demand for space will continue at rates which are 
similar to those presently experienced. 


At the Same time that demand for space on the part of artists, crafts- 
persons and other small shop, office and light industrial users is high, 
these existing uses see land use changes occurring which may lead to higher 
intensity uses and potentially higher rents in the larger study area. This 
tension between old and new land uses is commonly experienced as a part of 
growth, though it can be ameliorated by accurate statistical information on 
what really is happening and by conditioning the new growth so as to mesh 
with existing uses. The following subsection provides data on upcoming 
development in southwest Berkeley which has been taken into account in the 
analysis of the proposed Aquatic Park Center project. 


current status. 
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In addition to allowing this EIR to characterize the land use changes which 
are occurring in the larger study area in a qualitative way, data for these 
projects have been quantified so that the traffic and circulation analysis 
and, by extension, the noise and air quality analyses (which are partially 
based on projections of additional traffic), can specifically include them. 


The Carleton Street Business Center (on the Colgate site) is by far the 
largest single project onthe list. A use permit has been issued for 
587,220 square feet of mixed office, R&D, and warehouse uses (specified in 
the use permit). However it was determined, in consultation with knowl- 
edgeable members of the development commmity and city staff, that it would 
probably be unrealistic to assume that more than half of this space would 
be completed and put on the market within the next five years. The square 
footage shown in Table 2 represents approximately half of the eventual 
proposed buildout allowable under the approved use permit, Split between 
the two predominant use types, office/R&D and warehouse. 


Table 2 
Development Projects in Southwest Berkeley 


Project Square Project Current 
oes (Location Se Footage Use Type _ Employment _Status _ 
1. Carleton Street. 293 ,610° Office/RE&D 750-1, 000 Use 

Business Center | (225,895 sf)  . . Permit 
(Carleton/Seventh, SW) Warehousing Approved - 
7 (67,715 sf) ; 

2. Wareham Office 10,000 Professional 25-35 Completed 
Building (AAA) Office 3 
(Anthony/Seventh, NE) | 

3. Mighetto and 10,000 Professional 25-35 All 
Youngmeister Office Approvals 
(Grayson/Seventh, SW) Obtained 

4. Whole Earth Access 12,000 Retail 20-25 Use Permit 
Retail Expansion . Application 
(Potter/Seventh, NW) ~ Submitted 

5. Berkeley Auto Mall 160,000 Auto showroom, 140-150 Under 
(Ashby, West of repair shop Construction 
Seventh) and offices 


@ Figure 27 (p.90) in the Transportation section shows the location of 
these sites. 

b Assumes that 50 percent of total approved project would be absorbed 
within five years. 


Source: Mundie & Associates 
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The Wareham Office Building on the list is located on Seventh Street across 
from the existing Aquatic Park Center office/R&D buildings (2910 Seventh 
Street and 890 Heinz Street). It has been completed for some time but has 
not yet been occupied by its tenant, the American Automobile Association 
(AAA), and therefore has not yet begun to generate traffic (which is why it 
is presented here as a development project rather than as part of the 
existing setting). 


The Mighetto and Youngmeister building is intended as professional office 
space and can go forward at any time. The Whole Earth Access project 
involves a small expansion of their existing outlet and is presently under- 
going review by the city. The Berkeley Auto Mall is also under construc- 
tion, but had not yet begun to generate significant amounts of traffic at 
the time the traffic consultant for this EIR took vehicle counts on nearby 
roadways. 


In an area like southwest Berkeley, where redevelopment of properties has 
been occurring in recent years and where opportunities for further develop- 
ment (as well as the risks of adverse impacts) exist, speculation about 
likely sites of future projects often fuels mmors which seem to gain 
validity with repetition. The projects chosen for this cumulative list 
were selected based on information which the authors believe to be accurate 
as of the date of this report. Speculation about other potential projects 
has not. been deemed clear enough evidence to warrant placement on the list. 
Furthermore, given Berkeley's occasionally protracted development review 
process, any projects proposed in the near future could only hope to 
achieve occupancy-toward the end of the five year period under the best of 
circumstances. 


Development which would proceed under plans for the Emeryville Bayfront and 
the . Berkeley and Albany waterfronts has also been considered in this EIR. 
The levels of development estimated to result from these large-scale plan- 
ning efforts are discussed in the next section. 


Master Plan Designations and Policies. The Berkeley Master Plan Land Use 
Map (1977) shows virtually the entire larger study area to be designated as 
an Industrial District. To the west, Aquatic Park is shown as Recreation/ 
Institutional uses. ' 


Goals which relate to development at the Durkee site of the type - proposed 
include the following: . 


* To preserve the unique character of Berkeley which results 
from its extraordinary natural and man-made amenities, and 
from its diverse population made up of persons of all ages and 
a wide variety of economic levels, racial and ethnic groups 
and lifestyles. 


° To enable all residents to obtain decent housing, suitable 
employment, public services, recreational and cultural facil- 
ities and essential personal goods and services. 


° To preserve Berkeley's traditional regional roles as a fine 


residential commmity and as an educational, cultural ard 
professional and recreational center of the Bay Area. 
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* To make local govermment open, accessible and responsive to 
the needs of all Berkeley citizens. 


° To improve Berkeley's financial position by fostering oppor=- 
tunities for appropriate economic development. 


Furthermore, the City of Berkeley's character is given great emphasis 
throughout the Plan. The Plan summary states that "Policies ... are 
included to clarify the inter-relationship of citizen participation, the 
economy and the character of the City." An emphasis on people is also 
explicitly set forth as a key of the Master Plan when compared to the 
previous plan. 


The Master Plan's land use element establishes policies to achieve the 
abovementioned goals which are intended to "insure that future development 
reinforces, rather than undermine[s] established psensik " Reference land 
use policies include the following: 


* Evaluate proposed zoning changes and major new development 
proposals using the following considerations: 


‘© Identify, restore amd preserve historic buildings; protect 
historic structures through careful design and location of 
adjacent new structures or, if appropriate, by relocation to 
another site; alleviate potential economic hardships to 
tenants and owners. 


° Limit development in the manufacturing area to industrial and 
related commercial uses. 


* Where feasible, consider the conversion of streets or portions 
of streets for other public uses, such as usable open space. 


In addition to land use policies, the Master Plan includes elements such as 
noise, transportation and seismic safety. Policies in those areas are 
briefly noted in those sections of this report. 


In April 1985 the Department of Planning and Commmity Development com 
menced the West Berkeley Plan process. A commmity workshop was held, a 
citizens' advisory committee formed and commmity concerns outlined. Since 
that time, well over a dozen official meetings have been held. Minutes 
from these meetings show that discussions have addressed issues ranging 
from procedures for the planning process to the formation of issues for 
analysis. 
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Other than to prepare a map designating the project site as being located 
in the "southern industrial" sub-area, little formulation of goals, objec- 
tives and policies has been accomplished at this early stage in the Plan's 
process. Staff members responsible for assisting this process estimate 
that several months will be required before the committee reaches the point 
of adopting goals and objectives. 


Two other large scale planning and environmental review efforts are well 
under way and should be considered. The City of Berkeley has proposed a 
Waterfront Specific Plan and is in the process of preparing an envirormen- 
tal impact report. The plan addresses over 170 acres of land and would be 
comprised of the land uses shown in Table 3. 


The City of Emeryville has also prepared a Bayfront Specific Plan and has 
completed preparation (though not certification) of the envirormental 
review document. Its development potential by proposed use for two lard 
use emphases is also shown in Table 3. . 
It should be remembered, however, that the planning process for the 
Berkeley Waterfront has generated a great deal of controversy and has 
resulted in a wide gap between the original proposals of the landowner 
(Southern Pacific/Santa Fe) and the City of Berkeley. This lack of agree- 
ment over the allowable levels of development for this very large area has 
led some Berkeley residents to argue that assuming any development for the 
Berkeley Waterfront in the near term is unrealistic. 


Table 3 


Large Scale Planning and Redevelopment Efforts: 
Berkeley Waterfront Specific Plan and Emeryville Bayfront Specific Plan | 


Proj Development Potential 


Development Allowed 465,000 sf hotel, 68,000 sf retail and res- 
Under Berkeley , taurant, 32,000 sf conference center and 
Waterfront Plan public parking 


Development Allowed 3.1 million sf office/retail and 1,500 
Under Emeryville. housing units; or 4,300 housing units 
Bayfront Plan and 1.3 million sf office/retail 


Source: Emeryville Bayfront Specific Plan and accompanying Draft Environ- 
mental Impact Report; Berkeley Waterfront Plan; discussions with city 
staff. 


One other planning effort under way on a scale like that of the Emeryville 
Bayfront and Berkeley Waterfront plans is the waterfront planning for the 
City of Albany. The likely schedule of this process is at least several 
months behind that of Berkeley and even estimating the total level of 
development by land use type would be premature at this time. 
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Another set of city policies which apply to this project include those of 
the Parks and Recreation Commission, which is currently reviewing the 
project to evaluate the design of the pedestrian bridge and its compatibil- 


ity with the existing system of pathways in Aquatic Park. 


The city's policies with regard to accessibility of public facilities to 
physically disabled persons are also applicable to both the pedestrian 
bridge and the Jewish Commmnity Theatre. 


Zoning. The study area blocks are zoned for Mamifacturing (M) uses, with 
the exception of most parcels fronting onto San Pablo Aveme, which are 
designated General Commercial (C-1). Those parcels on San Pablo between 
Heinz Averme and Ashby Avemie are also zoned manufacturing uses. Figure 19 
shows current zoning designations for the study area. 


impacts 


Changes on the Site. Implementation of either project scenario would cause 
substantial lard use changes on the site and potentially in the nearby 
_ study area. The difference between Scenario One and Scenario Two is the 
type of land use proposed for the eastern third of the site: the one-story 
ETS offices are proposed under Scenario One and industrial/R&D/retail 
buildings are proposed under Scenario Two. 


In addition to the Durkee Building which is proposed for preservation under 
both scenarios, each scenario would preserve one additional element of the 
site as it stands today. Scenario One would save the smokestack (which was 
until 1985 surrounded by the Boiler Room) and integrate it into an atrium 
of the ETS Building. Ae te LRRD ESE pstiae pee would be 
retained for office uses. 


Several other physical and land use changes would result to roughly the 
same extent under either scenario and are described below. 


As noted above, the East Bay Wash Rack Inc. (EBWRI) truck wash 
facility will move from its location at the western end of the 
site in June regqrdless of the proposed project's progress. 


Beneficial impacts of the project would be the removal of storage 
tanks, piping amd drainage facilities located on the site as 
part of site preparation (subject to mitigations recommended in 
the Public Health Considerations section of this report); comple- 
tion of demolition of the steel frame of the partially demolished 
warehouse and removal of associated asbestos; and general cleanup 
of the remainder of the site which is shown in some onsite photos 
to be covered with the miscellany of structural demolition. 


Both scenarios would result in the removal of the auto shop at 
810 Heinz and of the Experimental Kitchen Building. 


During the renovation of the Durkee Building, the tenants may be 
inconvenienced by construction noise or dust, or even temporarily 
forced to absent themselves from the building. The scheduling 
and renovation plans for the building are not yet refined enough 
to estimate precisely the impacts which would result. 
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ZONING 


AQUATIC PARK CENTER 
(DURKEE SITE) 


Both scenarios would essentially create an entire block, except- 
ing the inset of the Garr (Copra) Building, of new development 
with unified landscaping, pathways and parking lots. The change 
this new development represents can be viewed both in terms of 
the difference between the project and the existing uses, and the 
uses which have gradually left the site over the past year or so, 
some due to market forces or their own changed business ciroam- 
stances and some due to the applicant's efforts to prepare the 
site for redevelopment. 


Beyond the immediate land use and structural changes which would result 
from the project, there may be more long term and subtle changes in land 
uses in the larger study area due to the affinity developments seem to have 
for one another. These effects are discussed in Chapter V, Cumulative and 
Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project. 


Consistency with Master Plan Land Use Element. As with any Master Plan 
Goals statement, the five goals listed on p. 49 are broad and purposeful, 


but potentially inconsistent if pursued with the same level of energy in a 
specific project. Two of the Master Plan goals are mst applicable to the 
proposed project. 


First, with regard to the goal of preserving the wnique character of 
Berkeley, Which stems from its diverse population and wide variety of 
economic levels amd lifestyles, the project seems the least consistent. 
The development of a block of new offices and industrial/R&D/retail uses 
with the rent levels sought would not seem to further this goal. The 
retention of the Durkee Building in both scenarios and further retention in 
Scenario Two of the Spice Building ard provision for small size rental 
spaces, are elements of the project which aim at this goal. But in the end, 
the demolition of the remainder of the site and addition of 53,600 square 
feet of office uses suggest a movement away from both land use and economic 
diversity Bid powers tata Use Unsere by aed ane owed crenor economic 
activities. 


Second, with regard to the goal of improving Berkeley's financial position 
by fostering opportunities for appropriate economic development, the pro- 
ject fares mich better. Depending on the interpretation of "appropriate", 
it could be argued that proposals like Aquatic Park Center would strengthen 
the city's fiscal condition, generate new jobs, construct a new facility 
allowing public access*to Aquatic Park, and help counter the city's image 
as an anti-growth commnity. The key evaluation here is one of whether 
other types of development on the site, which would be more consistent with 
the first goal, would not also be conchcive to the second. With the market 
for new office and new R&D space (contrasted with inexpensive existing 
warehouse and industrial space which could be modified to tenant specifica- 
tions) overbuilt in the East Bay in general, it is possible that other 
opportunities for development of the site in the near term are not great. 
If this were true, then this project may be the best hope of implementing 
this goal currently in view. 


These two goals also illustrate a healthy tension between a commnity's 
Master Plan goals. In a development economy which is market-driven, a 
commnity's leaders attempt to revise proposed projects or apply conditions 
bandied opt ee enh Pe Pa PH ER Eggs nee ae can. In 
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the case of the Durkee site, seeking to preserve the unique character of 
the area and its interacting uses while fostering opportunities for eco- 
nomic development, could result in policies moving in two directions at 
once. Prioritizing or blending these potentially conflicting goals is the 
job of Berkeley's leaders. 


Evaluating the proposed project against the three more specific land use 
policies of the Master Plan shows it to be partially consistent: 


The architect's proposed renovation of the Durkee Building in 
both scenarios is in step with the policy regarding historic 
buildings; and though not included in Scenario One, the Spice 
Building is proposed for reuse in Scenario Two. ‘The design of 
the eastern office building in Scenario One and placement of the 
industrial/R&D/retail wings off of the Spice Building in Scenario 
Two respects the Durkee Building as an important separate struc- 
ture. 


The proposed project appears inconsistent with the policy of 
limiting development in the manufacturing area to "industrial and 
related commercial uses". Scenario One with its 113,600 square 
feet of new office space would not be consistent with this policy. 
Scenario Two still includes the new west office building of 53,600 
square feet, while providing for industrial/R&D/retail uses on the 
eastern third of the site. 


With regard°to the policy of converting streets or portions 
thereof to other public uses or open space, the project's pro- 
posed pedestrian bridge over the SP tracks to Aquatic Park is 
consistent. This policy of encouraging such innovation should 
allow the appropriate legal steps to be taken to create a cul- 
de-sac at the western end of Heinz Avemme. It should be noted 
that the project sponsor intends for the city to own and maintain 
the bridge once constructed. 


It is still too early in the ongoing West Berkeley Plan process to apply to 
the project any standards arising from that source. 


Review of the project by the Parks and Recreation Commission and the Con 
mission on Disability is under way at this time and the recommendations of 
these groups will be available for consideration by the Landmarks Preserva- 
tion Commission and Board of Adjustments. 


In regard to zoning, city staff have determined that the proposed uses 
would be allowed under the Manufacturing Zoning designation. . 


Historic and Architectural Resources Impacts. Evaluating the Durkee site 
using standards for historic merit that are more broadly based than those 
employed by the LPC under Berkeley's Landmarks Ordinance results in a 
different conclusion than that arrived at by the LPC. In brief, the desig- 
nation cannot be supported on state or national grounds; its importance is 
strictly local. This finding is based on four key factors. 
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First, the site is not unique or even umusual. It represents a common 
pattern of industrial development along the East Bay shoreline near the 
SPRR tracks. Though decreasing, such industrial uses and buildings are not 
yet rare and endangered. 


Second, the relatively late development of the site compared with other 
areas in Berkeley's Oceanview district and in nearby Emeryville precludes 
it from being a true example of Berkeley's "early" industrial development. 


Third, with the exception of the unique Art Deco Durkee Building, there are 
better examples of industrial building types in west Berkeley, including 
some handsome late 19th and early 20th century brick structures (e.g. 
warehouse on the southeast corner of Heinz Averme and Seventh Street), some 
of which still house viable industrial and warehouse operations. Berkel 
Architectural Heritage Association is conducting a survey of industrial 
Berkeley which is intended to provide documentation of such buildings. 


Fourth, and most important, the site no longer possesses the integrity of 
its historic use or design. Comparing the historic site plans and photo- 
graphs of the site with the photographs in Figure 18 shows that about half 
of the structures on the site have been demolished and large portions the 
site cleared. What is currently found onsite is the aftermath of large- 
scale demolition rather than a true picture of working industry. The mst 
severe loss was the demolition in the summer of 1985 of the Boiler Room 
Building (also known as the Winterizing Building), the earliest intact 
building on the site, That demolition was completed prior to the start of 
analysis undertaken for this EIR. ‘he loss of the building effectively 
weakened the sense of enclosure of the loading area, or courtyard, .on the . 
eastern portion of the site. The courtyard, which once served as a central 
meeting place for the commmity of people living and working on the Durkee 
site, has been substantially eliminated and the large spaces which remain 
on the site have dramatically altered its appearance. 


The commonly~accepted criterion of integrity is one which would apply to 
the designation of.the site under the City of Berkeley's ordinance as well. 
The Berkeley ordinance, as noted above, applies several additional criteria 
to the selection of landmark buildings and sites, and in applying these 
criteria, the LPC decided (and were upheld on appeal to the City Council) 
that by Berkeley standards, the Durkee site did merit designation. Apart 
from analysis umder CEQA, that designation requires that the project 
undergo review by the LEC. 


Effect of the Site's Landmark Status. The designation of the Durkee Site 
as a landmark triggers the requirement that the proposed project receive 
approval of the LPC under the Landmarks Preservation Ordinance (Chapter 
3.24, Section 260 C). ‘Their review of the project would involve the cri 
teria discussed above under Berkeley Landmarks Ordinance (p. 34). 


Site Plan and Urban Design Impacts. The site would be noticeably altered 
by the development of the proposed buildings under either Scenario One or 
Two. Retaining the Spice Building and proposing non-office buildings in 
Scenario Two would reduce the incongruity of the new development somewhat. 
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The new eastern office building in Scenario One includes several design 
elements which reflect the design of the Durkee Building, though this 
professional office building would retain a contrasting appearance. 


Under Scenario Two, the new wings of the Spice Building would employ an 
industrial idiom suggesting the history of the area. Tiltup concrete walls 
would be painted and could employ a rough aggregate to distinguish them 
from the smooth skinned office buildings to the east. Windows would be of 
Openable anodized industrial sash and roofs would be made of metal or 
composition materials. The north elevation of the new mixed use building 
(see Figure 13) features a pierced gable to define the entry and relate to 
the spare articulation on nearby buildings like the Durkee Building and the 
Macauley Foundry on Carleton Street. The west elevation is far more indus- 
trial in appearance, featuring three large metal rollup doors characteris- 
tic of this industrial district. Brick salvaged from demolished buildings 
on the site would be used to provide a frieze across the facade. 


The way in which the one-story mixed use space forms an "L" around the 
Durkee Building would create a space reminiscent of the courtyard which 
previously served as a meeting place for recent tenants of the site, though 
the narrow shape would be more like an alley than a spacious courtyard. 


The new western office building would be the most articulated of the pro= 
posed buildings on the site. Its recessed facade plan, two-story height 
and articulated elevations appear an attempt to be a modern counterpoint to 
the Durkee Building. . 


The proposed buildings on the site would be organized along an east-west 
pedestrian axis which runs through the center of the site. This mall would 
be landscaped with trees and lawn and its central pathway would cross Fifth 
Street and the 99-space parking lot. The new western office building would 
appear to block any views of the Bay along the axis mall. 


The extensive landscaping shown on the site plans and elevations are 
sketches only at this point (a landscape architect has recently been 
engaged), but would represent a noticeable change from the existing condi- 
tion ‘or that of the period of industrial operations. Several persons at 
Public meetings have expressed strong reservations about the landscaping 
sketch which gives the appearance of a "campus" or "typical industrial 
park" at this site. On the other hand, the large expanses of pavement, 
and in Scenario Two, the concrete wall surfaces, industrial sash windows 
and rollup metal doors would accentuate the industrial nature of the area 
(far more successfully than the new offices fronting onto Seventh Street 
east of the site). 


Scenario One would result in the loss of the Spice Building. Scenario Two 
would result in the loss of the 1916 brick smokestack. 


Other specific land use impacts are also discussed elsewhere in this report 
(e.g. the Chapter on Cumulative and Growth Inducing Impacts). 


Mitigation Measures 
Before presenting potential mitigation measures to the impacts discussed 
above, it should be noted that the Alternatives Chapter also looks at two 
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ways of mitigating these potential impacts (three ways if the No Project 
Alternative is included). The recommended mitigation measures listed below 
are therefore aimed at mitigating the land use and landmark status impacts 
of the project as proposed. 


Potential Inconsistencies with Master Plan Goals and Policies. The appli- 
cable city goals amd policies with which the project appears partially 
consistent are analyzed above, though clear conclusions can hardly ever be 
stated in this regard; operationalizing goals and policies can and should 
only be done by elected and appointed officials and their staff. Both 
scenarios of the project as proposed include a mix of enough uses, building 
types and other elements to afford the Landmarks Preservation Commission 
and Board of Adjustments a wide set of policy issues to resolve. 


Landmark Status Mitigation Measures. Two measures which could be con- 
sidered by the LFC to mitigate the project are listed below. 


Creek Restoration. As shown in Figure 20, the historic course of 


Potter Creek flowed through the site in a northeast to southwest direction. 
The creek apparently continued to flow unimpeded through the 1920s. 


FIGURE 20 HISTORIC COURSE OF POTTER CREEK 


One way of reestablishing the historic condition of the site would be to 
restore the creek as an onsite water feature around which the proposed 
Wareham buildings could be reconfigured. In addition to recreating an 
historic element of the site, such an amenity could offer a marketing 
feature for the development and serve as a model for the ongoing program of 
creek restoration which seems to be gaining public approval in Berkeley. 
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Such a project would require consultation with a hydrologist, landscape 
architect and possibly a soils and hazardous substances expert (due to the 
concerns arising out of potential onsite hazardous materials and quality of 
storm drain water) and according to staff at the Department of Public 
Works, the diversion of water from the nearest stormwater main could 
require continual pumping. However, the developer could expect assistance 
from the Urban Creeks Council and possibly from the Coastal Conservancy in 
the feasibility analysis and planning of such a project. 


Offsite Mitigation Through Contribution. The applicant could con- 
tribute an agreed upon amount of funding to be used in restoring or main- 
taining selected structure(s)/site(s) of landmark status elsewhere in the 
City of Berkeley. 


Site Plan and Urban Design Mitigation Measures. Because the landscaping 
plans (€.g. vegetation, lighting, paving and signs) for the project are not 
yet complete, it is difficult to recommend mitigations beyond those at a 
fairly general level. Landscaping which fits in with the industrial nature 
of the site and adjoining properties should be emphasized at the point 
project plans are refined. 


Use of industrial sash windows in the new industrial/R&D/retail buildings 
of Scenario Two would help achieve a more industrial look for the project. 


A north/south walkway near the Durkee Building linking Heinz Aveme to the 
east/west pedestrian spine is recommended in the Transportation section. 


The design of the pedestrian bridge should be consistent with the city's 
policies regarding access for physically disabled users. As presently 
configured, the stairwells of the bridge would not provide access for users 
with bicycles or wheelchairs. However, the city may require the design to 
accommodate these groups. Structural modifications to insure accessibility 
(such as ramps or elevators) could affect the feasibility of its inclusion 
in the project. City decisionmakers would be responsible for weighing the 
costs and benefits of redesigning the bridge should such a situation arise. 


It should also be noted that the State Public Utilities Commission (PUC) is 
responsible for design approval of such an overpass. Safety concerns are 
critical to their review and they do not impose accessibility requirements 
(Stich, 1986). 


In addition to project design mitigations, the applicant could be required 
by the City of Berkeley to contribute a portion of the estimated construc- 
tion costs to the "art in public places" program. Detailed requirements 
would be set forth by the city as conditions of project approval. 


Another revision of the project which is under consideration involves the 
relocation of the Jewish Commmity Theatre from the second floor of the 
Durkee Building to the renovated Spice Building under Scenario Two. 


Other Mitigation Measures. The Transportation section of this report 
includes a mitigation measure recommending that the parking garage be moved 
to the north by 25 to 30 feet to allow a roadway connecting the western 
parking lot with Fifth Street. 
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EMPLOYMENT AND HOUSING 


There have been many environmental and planning studies undertaken recently 
in the City of Berkeley, particularly in the west Berkeley/Waterfront area, 
and much of the information presented below is drawn from these 

sources. Tables showing California Economic Development Department (EDD) 
and U.S. Bureau of the Census statistics (both citywide and by census 
tract) on labor force and demographic characteristics, occupation arn 
industry distributions, and employment trends, as well as housing type ard 
tenure are referred to below and hereby incorporated into this focused 
ervirommental impact report by reference.? 


This analysis of existing employment and housing conditions and the poten- 
tial impacts of the proposed project begins with a citywide perspective, 
then focuses on west Berkeley, and then, where appropriate, addresses 
specifically the Durkee site. 


a ra sesngael seeks employment would have both beneficial and adverse effects. 

total mimber of jobs at the project site would rise substantially, but 
cs individuals and firms located onsite could be displaced. More 
important questions than the total mmber of jobs at the site are: 1) how 
many net new jobs would be created; 2) what type of jobs they would be; and 
3) from what segment(s) of the labor force would employees be drawn. 


Historic Employment Setting 


The previous section of this report (see pp. 23-24) describes the history 
of industrial operations at the Durkee site, but focuses on the site's land 
use and structural characteristics. This section briefly notes the employ- 
ment history of the site. 


The mumber of employees working at the earliest Vegetable Oil Company plant 
is not known. 9 After Durkee Famous Foods acquired the plant in 1929, an 
expansion of the facilities occurred, followed by another large-scale 
expansion after World War II. At that point, employment was at its apex, 
with 225 persons ae es at the site. 


tharecent Seuse "Ge the eitete nist inn Peat iain ate ere ete Rte 
portion of the employment levels of the plant when it was in manufacturing 
uses. Currently there are approximately 20-25 persons employed or using 
the site for commercial space of one type or another. This is a decline of 
several persons from employment levels found there in recent years. 


2 Two recent analyses which contain et Sa employment and housing 
statistics are the Final Focused Environmental Impact Report for the Pro- 
posed Courtney Building, March 1986, and the Berkeley Wa Waterfront Plan 
Summary of Opportunities and Constraints Background Analyses, Jamuary 
1985. Both of these documents are available at the Berkeley Plamning and 
Comminity Development Department, 2180 Milvia Street, Berkeley. 
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The following section describes existing labor market characteristics for 
Berkeley, and west Berkeley where available. The likely outcome of the 
proposed project on the questions noted above is analyzed. 


Existing Employment Setting 


Employment data for Berkeley are compiled according to two, fundamentally 
different criteria (place of residence and place of employment) for several 
different geographical areas and sub-areas. The U.S. Bureau of the Census 
in 1980 compiled data on the basis of persons' places of residence, for the 
entire city, by census tracts within the city and by specially designed 
"neighborhood statistical areas". The State of California Employment 
Development Department (EDD) compiles data monthly on the basis of persons' 
places of work. Both of these perspectives are examined here to present an 
accurate view of the context into which the project would fit as well as to. 
facilitate analysis of employment impacts in the next section. 


Employed Berkeley Residents and Their Places of Work. The labor force in 


Berkeley at the time of the 1980 Census was approximately 54,897, of which 
roughly 3,732 were unemployed, leading to an unemployment rate of 6.7 
percent. Recent data for February 1986 show the unemployment rate at 6.9 
percent for Berkeley, nearly the same as the countywide rate (7.0 percent) . 


Of employed Berkeley residents who reported their place of work in the 
census, 48 percent worked in Berkeley. The majority (50 percent) worked 
primarily in other Bay Area locations, with the largest contingents comm- 
ting to Oakland/Alameda (17 percent), and San Francisco (16 percent) . 
Other Bay Area workplaces accounted for 17 percent. 


Employment Conditions and Jobs in West Berkeley. The census tract which 
contains the project site and larger study area is census tract 20. This 
tract includes the largest land area of all tracts in Berkeley, including 
blocks north to the Albany city limit and including blocks east to either 
San Pablo Avermme or Sixth Street. In addition to census tracts, the City 
of Berkeley has designated "neighborhood statistical areas" (NSA) and has 
compiled census data for them. The NSAs like the census tracts do not have 
boundaries that coincide with those of the study area for this project. 
Figure 18 delineates census tract and NSA boundaries for west Berkeley. 
West Berkeley is best approximated by census tract 20. 


With these constraints in mind the available information can be used to 
establish a picture of employment conditions in west Berkeley. 


In 1980, census tract 20 included a civilian labor force of 518 persons, 
all of whom claimed to be employed at the time of the census emmeration 
(April 1979), though they had experienced a high mumber of weeks unemployed 
throughout the previous year (25.4). As is the case throughout Berkeley, a 
large group of residents responded that they were not in the labor force, 
which includes students, elderly residents and those workers who are dis- 
couraged and no longer actively seeking employment. 
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Of those who were willing to report their place of employment (386), nearly 
60 percent (229) worked outside of Berkeley, while slightly over 40 percent 
(157) worked in Berkeley. This compares with a distribution only slightly 
favoring work outside of Berkeley (52 versus 48 percent) for the commmity 
as a whole. 


The occupations of west Berkeley residents include a much higher proportion 
engaged in blue collar jobs than the city as a whole. The categories of 
machine operators, assemblers, precision production, crafts, repair ser- 
vices ard transportation and material moving all show significantly higher 
employment percentages than citywide averages. Conversely, dramatically 
fewer persons are employed in professional amd technical occupations. 


Places of Residence for Berkeley Job-Holders. Approximately 38 percent of 
those employed in Berkeley also lived in the commmity. The remaining 60.7 
percent commute in from other East Bay and greater Bay Area residences. 
Oakland/Alameda accounts for 20 percent of Berkeley workers. Other places 
of residence are elsewhere in Alameda County (10 percent), “Contra Costa 
County (24 percent), San Francisco (4 percent) and elsewhere in the nine- 
county region (4 percent). Less than one percent of Berkeley workers 
reside outside the Bay Area (U.S. Bureau of the Census, Journey to Work, 
1980) . 


Employment Projections. Employment growth for the City of Berkeley and 
Alameda hp cet hep ern ne a the Bay Area Govern- © 
ments (Project 85) for seven economic sectors. Table 4 shows these 
projections acon = = 1985, 1990 amd 2000. 


Between 1985 and 1990, ERecity ie Coen emleneter ateureeeite epee 
2,600 positions or 4.3 percent. The county is projected to experience job 
growth of nearly 11.5 percent. The greatest job growth is expected to 
occur in the services sector, which accounts for nearly half of the projec- 
ted growth (1,270 jabs), followed by retail positions (530 jobs). Mamufac- 
turing is projected to grow only slightly (110 jobs) as is the finarce, 
insurance and real estate sector (130 jobs). ‘The agriculture amd mining 
SE Serr ae 7k shee ae eae a 


Berkeley Economic policieg: Though the City of Berkeley implements eco- 
nomic policies continually through its ongoing decisionmaking process, one 
document contains the city's explicit policies regarding econamic develop- 


ment. The Economic Development Plan for Berkeley was adopted in November 
of 1980 and was intended to guide implementation of an economic development 


program for the city. Several of its goals and objectives relevant to the 

proposed project are the following: 

1. Goal: Revitalize the local economy to increase available jobs. 
Objectives: ° Economic development should emphasize job creation. 


* Special efforts should be made to secure jobs for 
Berkeley residents. 


* Facilitate the coordination of district projects that 
may be complementary to each other. 
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Employment Sector 1985 1990 2000 

Agriculture, Mining Berkeley 190 150 aki, 

County 3,950 3,070 Pea 9 EFA) 

Manufacturing and Berkeley 9,690 9,800 10,650 

Wholesale Trade County 122,000 140,410 179,030 

Transportation, Berkeley 2,550 2,910 Spar 

Communications, County 37,000 41,600 46,500 
and Utilities 

Retail Trade Berkeley 9,730 10,260 10,380 

94,840 109, 480 119,680 

Finance, Insurance, Berkeley 3,010 3,140 3,350 

and Real Estate County 37,600 45,300 58 , 000 

Services Berkeley 30,220 31,490 34,390 

County 166,050 178 , 300 213,260 

Other Berkeley 5,310 5,550 5,250 

County 87,610 94,340 105,560 

TOTALS Berkeley 60,700 63,300 67,500 

County 549,600 612,500 724,200 


Source: ABAG, 


Projections 85; 


Table 4 


Employment Projections: 


City of Berkeley and Alameda County 


Summary Tape File 3A. 


f 


ABAG, 


1980 Census Materials, 1980 Census 


2. Goal: ‘Increase coordination and integration of commmity resource 


development. 


Objectives: ~° Encourage commmity-based equity participation wherever 


possible in the promotion of local economic development. 


* Encourage innovative enterprises that are economically 
feasible. 


3. Goal: Promote a strong industrial base as a vital foundation upon 
which a stable economy can be built. 


Objectives: ° Facilitate the stabilization of existing industries. 
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* Encourage further diversification of the local 
industrial base 


e 


* Establish regional and national prominence in the 
incubation and development of new industries. 


* Provide special technical assistance to appro- 
priate industries to facilitate the use and 
recycling of non-renewable resources. 


4. Goal: Establish commmity control of land uses as essential to 
comminity development. . 


Objectives: ° Improvise programs to produce more affordable 
housing for low and moderate income households. 


* Incorporate into land use development the 
preservation of the housing stock, as much as 


possible. 


It is critical to note that economic goals and policies like these can, in 
an urban context like that found in Berkeley, create a set of polarities 
when placed side by side with the city's other goals and policies. Commr- 
ities which are essentially built-out, with little available land to use as 
resources to reach these goals, generally find that a given site camnot 
usually be used to meet both employment and housing objectives. A bal- 
ancing of cbjectives is often necessary. Thus, reference to city goals 
does not necessarily resolve conflict with regard to competing land use 
programs at specific sites, though in the case of employment and housing 
goals, programs aimed at hiring unemployed residents could achieve a common 
goal. Furthermore, not all of the steps taken to reach either set of goals 
and objectives need be undertaken onsite; offsite mitigations provide a 
potential route as well. 


Employment Impacts .. 


Forecasting jobs at the proposed Aquatic Park Center relies on several 
assumptions due to the fact that only one of the potential office tenants 
and none of the small space users (other than existing Durkee Building 
tenants) are known, for either scenario. The analysis presented below 
defines "jobs" as fulltime, year-round employment unless otherwise noted. 
The total forecasts for each scenario include jobs in the renovated Durkee 
Building; the presence of the current tenants is taken account of in a 
separate paragraph so as not to overestimate the net employment impact. 
The employment density assumptions (employees per square foot) are taken 
from empirical studies and are consistent with assumptions used in previous 
impact analysis prepared for the City of Berkeley. 


The following analysis looks at the levels of employment which would ke 
generated directly by the project as well as the spinoff effects of those 
jobs on the local economy. A brief discussion of the occupational mix and 
residential composition of the workforce is also included. An estimate of 
population impacts, the effect of this job generation on the local wunem- 
ployment level and comparison of these findings with the city's economic 
policies concludes this section. 


Direct Project Employment. The two scenarios would generate employment on 
an order of magnitude which would be roughly the same though split differ- 
ently between full- and part-time work. Scenario One with ETS as the prime 
tenant would result in 305 year-round positions and an additional 105 peak 
period positions. Scenario Two would generate approximately 400 jobs. 


Net Job Generation. Approximately 20-25 persons currently work in jobs 
which are either entirely or partly undertaken onsite, mostly in the Durkee 
Building but with some at the nearby auto repair shop (810 Heinz). Some of 
the Durkee Building tenants would chose to contime their businesses there 
after completion of the renovation. ‘The auto repair shop would be forced 
to relocate under both scenarios and those eight jobs would therefore 
represent a loss at the site due to the project. The EBWRI truck wash 
facility has planned to relocate for some time. 


The net jobs generated would therefore equal virtually the same total 
positions forecast above. 


Construction Period Jobs. The construction period for the proposed project 
has been estimated by the applicant at seven months. Over that period a 
variety of construction workers would assist with one or another aspect of 
the site preparation, building and landscaping program. Because these jobs 
are ones which frequently last for only short periods of time, the forecast 
which follows is phrased in terms of annual "full time equivalent" (FTE) 
positions: one year's worth of employment at 40 hours per week. 


A standard rule of thumb for estimating construction period employment. for 
office and industrial projects in northern California assumes that roughly 
half of the total construction cost of a project would result from labor 
costs. Dividing the resulting estimated total labor cost by an estimate of 
the anmual cost of a average construction worker (including all benefits 
and taxes) then yields the annual FTE construction positions. 


Given the imprecise nature of most development projects at the stage an EIR 
is prepared, this method of forecasting construction is as accurate as can 
be obtained and generally proves itself empirically. Two other caveats 
should be kept in mind, however. First, the labor costs for any individual 
construction worker can vary greatly, from manual labor earning $4-5 per 
hour to highly skilled electricians and cabinetmakers earning upwards of 
$15-20 per hour. The mix of construction skills required on any given 
project will affect the costs. Second, the peak in construction employment 
on a project of less than one year may find total construction employment 
onsite at any given time which is a mitiple of the anmal FIE jabs 
created. 


The estimated cost of constructing the project is nearly $8.5 million for 
both scenarios. Assuming that $4.25 million of this total would be 

on labor and estimating average annual total labor costs of between $35,000 
and $40,000, would result in construction employment of 105 to 120 anmual 
FTE positions. 
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Secondary Job Generation. The indirect and induced employment which would - 
result from direct project jobs and from the construction period jobs at 
the site can be estimated using employment multipliers. An employment 
multiplier is a mmber which, when mitiplied by direct jobs produces an 
estimate of the mmber of jobs in other sectors of the local or regional 
economy. These secondary jobs are generated by the infusion of wages into 
the retail and service economy. A detailed discussion is found below, 
following the occupational analysis, in the subsection which focuses on the 
distribution of project jobs. 


The employment multiplier for secondary job generation in Berkeley would be 
slightly greater than one; that is, each new job in Berkeley generates an 
additional 0.1 to 0.2 jobs elsewhere in the city. Given a regional mti- 
plier of roughly 1.5, an added Berkeley job would also generate 0.3 to 0.4 
jobs elsewhere in the region. 


Type of Jobs: Occupational Mix. The occupational composition of the 
workforce employed in various buildings of either scenario cannot be fore- 
cast with great accuracy because, with the exception of ETS in Scenario 
One, no other major tenants have yet been confirmed. 


However, one recent survey of San Francisco's commercial district (encom- 
passing the financial district, major retail centers and some less intense- 
ly developed south of Market Street commercial blocks) allows rough esti- 
mates of the occupational composition of major land use types, which can 
then be aggregated for Scenarics One and Two (Enviromental Science Asso- 
ciates, 1983). 


Scenario One proposes the! 50; 000 aeusire Pace Es Buia ‘the 53,600 
square foot new west office building, and the renovation of the Durkee 
Building. ETS has specified that over half of the permanent employees and 
80 percent of temporary employees would be hired for clerical/minimm wage 
positions, with the rest presumably fitting into the professional/techni= 
cal, managerial/administrative, sales and service ranks. 


The new west office building would be expected to hire employees from the 
following categories: » 34 percent professional/technical; 20 percent mana- 
gerial /administrative; 37 percent clerical; 4 sales and service; and about 
5 percent es oe This distribution would apply to both 
scenarios. 

The renovated Durkee Building with its mix of restaurant, theatre and small 
office uses would be comprised of a very high proportion (up to 50 per 
cent) of professional/technical employees and a small mmber of manager- 
ial/administrative positions (20 percent), with the remainder filled by 
Clerical staff (30 percent) . 


The aggregate mumber of jobs by occupation and percentage breakdown for 
jobs in Scenario One (including less than fulltime positions) would be: 


134 (33 percent) professional/technical 
63 (15 percent) managerial/administrative 
187 (46 percent) clerical 

13 (3 percent) sales/service 

13 (3 percent) other 
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Scenario Two would delete the ETS office office building and add 37,056 
square feet of industrial/R&D/retail space and the renovated Spice 
Building. The Spice Building's occupation mix is assumed to result in 
approximately 15 professional/technical and 15 clerical positions, with the 
remaining positions equally distributed between managerial/administrative 
and other occupations. The industrial/R&D/retail buildings would be more 
heavily weighted toward sales/service and "other" occupations (in this case 
craftworkers, mechanics and other blue collar positions). 


The aggregate number of jobs by occupation and percentage breakdown for 
jobs in Scenario Two would be: 


115 (29 percent) professional/technical 

67 (17 percent) managerial/administrative 
107 (27 percent) clerical 

39 (10 percent) sales/service 

70 (17 percent) other 


Distribution of Jobs: Berkeley Residents, Commuters and In-migrants. 
Employment at the site would consist of 305 fulltime year-round jobs under 
Scenario One and 400 under Scenario Two. These jobs would not all be new 
to Berkeley, but projected site employment can be considered a net increase 
in employment in the City of Berkeley because the movement of jobs to this 
site from other sites frees up space for added employment elsewhere. Thus, 
the project can be seen as resulting in a net increase of city employment 
of 305 or 400 jobs depending on the scenario implemented. 


The part-time jobs (105 under Scenario One) are not considered jcb creation 
in this analysis, because those jobs are a particular feature of ETS which 
would be most unlikely to be characteristic of whatever business(es) re- 
places ETS at the location from which it will be moving. ! 


In addition to the direct, on-site jobs, other employment would be 
generated by the project as the added employees spend some of their 
earnings and as the added businesses make purchases in Berkeley and 
elsewhere in the region. The mmber of jobs generated indirectly by an 
initial employment expansion can be estimated roughly via application of an 
employment multiplier. The regional employment miltiplier for new jobs 
added in Berkeley is probably about 1.5: each new Berkeley job generates 
another half job somewhere in the region. 


The location of the jobs generated via the miltiplier effect depends on 
many things, most importantly the location of the supplies and services 
(including labor) which Durkee site activities incorporate into their 
products. Taking into account the fact that most Berkeley jobs are held by 
in-commiters and that many of the inputs to Berkeley industry come from 
outside the city, Berkeley's share of indirect job creation is likely to be 
less than half - probably considerably less. This analysis uses an esti- 
mate of 0.1 to 0.2 indirect Berkeley jobs created for each new direct jab. 
Another way of expressing this relationship is to say that the "Berkeley 
multiplier" is between 1.1 and 1.2: for each new direct job in Berkeley, 
the total increase in jobs is 1.1 to 1.2 (ome direct job plus 0.1 to 0.2 
indirect jobs). 
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Taking indirect as well as direct jobs into account (and disregarding the 
part-time jobs for the reason mentioned) total Berkeley job creation would 
be roughly 350 under Scenario One and 460 umder Scenario Two. Applying 
current statistics on the split between residents and commuters, 62 percent 
of these new jobs could be expected to be held by people living outside 
Berkeley. That would leave 38 percent to be held by residents: 133 under 
Scenario One and 175 under Scenario Two. 


Of those direct and indirect jobs to be held by residents, some would be 
cbtained by individuals who already live in Berkeley. Some added jobs 
could be filled by Berkeley residents who are presently unemployed, wunder- 
employed or newly entering the labor force. Some could be filled by exist- 
ing Berkeley residents who presently hold jobs outside Berkeley. In the 
absence of detailed data on the new jobs anda forecasting model, this 
analysis assumed that thirty percent of the new jobs would be filled from 
these two groups. The balance would be filled by immigrants. Taking into 
account the fact that there are 1.2 workers in the average Berkeley house- 
hold, the resulting projected immigration resulting from this project would 
be as follows: 


Scenario One Scenario Two 


Base Employment (at project) 310 400 
Total Employment (at project ard 
elsewhere in Berkeley) - 350 460 


Jobs Held by Berkeley Residents: 
Total (38%) 133 175 
Number Drawn from Pool of 
Unemployed, Underemployed and 20 26 
New Labor Force Entrants 
Number Drawn from Pool of 
Berkeley Resident Workers Now 20 26 
Working Outside Berkeley 
Balance: New Jobholders Who 


Would be New Berkeley Residents 93 123 
Resulting Housing Demand (at 1.2 
workers per household) 80 100 
Resulting Potential Population < 
Increase (at 2.5 persons per 200 250 
household) , 


Population Impacts. The net increase in housing demand of between 80 and 
100 housing units could lead to a population increase of approximately 200 
to 250 persons, depending on the new residents' average household sizes and 
the extent to which these incoming households displace existing households. 
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Effect on Unemployment. Several recent reports have stressed the import- 
ance of not only generating additional job opportunities in the City of 
Berkeley, but of matching the mix of new jobs produced with the skills and 
educational backgrounds of the unemployed and underemployed. A targeting 
of of new job opportunities to willing workers is more effective at affect- 
ing unemployment rates than simply increasing total jobs. 


The occupational forecast resulting from the two project scenarios shows 
the advantages of each when it comes to creating opportunities for workers 
seeking clerical, sales and service, and other positions (craftworkers, 
mechanics and other blue collar). 


Scenario One would include over half of its positions in these categories 
(52 percent) with the vast majority (46 percent) as clerical positions, 
however. Scenario Two would be more evenly distributed among the three 
noted categories, with 27 percent clerical, 10 percent sales and service, 
and 17 percent other. This emphasis on clerical positions in Scenario One 
is due to the heavy concentration of these positions in the ETS building. 
Scenario Two with its more than 36,000 square feet of industrial/R&D space 
could include more opportunities for traditional blue collar jobs, de=- 
pending on the tenant mix of the new buildings. 


It should be noted that both scenarios would result in the displacement of 
the existing auto repair shop at 810 Heinz and the eight fulltime jobs 
there, with the possibility that Durkee Building tenants would also leave. 
The existing jobs at the Garr Land and Resources Management Building, a 
furniture warehouse, would not be directly affected but could over time be 
relocated if pressure to develop that parcel were to increase. 


Consistency with Berkeley Economic Policies. The proposed project appears 
to be generally consistent with the city's econamic development policies. 
Both scenarios would increase available jobs within a fairly broad range of 
occupational categories, with Scenario One emphasizing clerical and profes= 
sional/technical positions, and Scenario Two aiming at small incubator 
industries in addition to professional offices. 


However, the project as proposed does not include an explicit detailed 
program to help secure available jobs for Berkeley residents. 


In regard to the objectives intended to achieve Goal #4, the proposed 
project could lead to the loss of the live/work spaces in the Durkee 
Building. This issue is currently under review. 


Employment Mitigation Measures 
Targeting Project Jobs to Berkeley Residents. In order to insure that a 


Share of the construction and operations period jcbs would go to Berkeley 
residents a program of actively seeking out applicants should be implemen~ 
ted. Specific steps which could be taken include goals for local hiring in 
the case of project construction and "first source! agreements (in the form 
of a Use Permit Condition or attachment to the standard lease between the 
project sponsor and tenants) for permanent onsite jobs. Funding for such a 
program and for city monitoring should be provided by the project sponsor. 
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Contribution Toward City's Job Training and Recruitment Program. Another 
means of insuring that the proposed project is consistent with city poli- 
cies would be an applicant contribution of a specific dollar amount toward 
the city's job training and recruitment program. 


Contribution to Childcare Services Program. fThecity is developing a 
mechanism for commercial development generating employment in Berkeley to 
contribute toward the expansion of the provision of childcare services for 
people of low and moderate income within the city as allocated by the City 


Assist Existing Onsite Tenants During Renovation. Impacts on tenants 
during the construction period could be lessened by establishing a posted 
and updated schedule of activities so that tenants could contime in busi- 
ness by working around the worst times of noise, vibration and dust. 


on the outcome of the dispute over the applicability of the 
city's rent ordinance and other residential preservation ordinances, same 
form of explicit lease protection for existing tenants could be made a 
condition of project approval. 


Existing Housi Se 


The proposed project has the potential to draw new employees into the 
severely overburdened Berkeley housing market. Additionally, contirmed 
commercial development in the vicinity of the site could lead to higher 
land values and pressure to convert existing housing in west Berkeley to 
other land uses or to increased housing values in some locations. Demli- 
tion of existing structures (as well as policies implemented by the appli- 
camt over the past year which have had the effect of lessening the amomt 
of live/work space in existing buildings) could continue to reduce the 
housing stock further. 


In 1985, ABAG estimated the population of Berkeley to be 106,600, in 45,240 
households. As has been noted elsewhere, Berkeley's total population ard 
mumber of households have been declining in the period since 1970. 


f 
Housing Units by Termre Category, Vacancy Rates by 
Tenure Category, and Median Value and Rent by Tenure Category. The follow- 
ing discussion presents information on citywide housing conditions in 
Berkeley for 1980, the last year in which an emmeration of the housing 
stock was undertaken. The factors addressed include temure, occupancy/ 
vacancy and prices/rents. 


Housing Tenure. Berkeley housing is occupied bya relatively high 
proportion of renters (62 percent): in the state's central cities as a 
whole, the tenure split is more even with 53 percent renter occupied. ‘The 
high proportion of renters is probably explained in part by the presence of 
the University of California and the housing demand generated by students. 


While the mumber of housing units declined between 1970 and 1980, the 
mumber of owner-occupied units increased by over 1,000 units. It was the 
for-rent stock which declined by as many as 2,000 units, worsening the very 
low vacancy rates discussed below. Evidence suggests that some of the 
rental units were converted to owner-occupied units during this pericd. 
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Vacancy Rates. At the time of the 1980 Census, the overall citywide 
vacancy rate was just under two percent (1.0 percent in ownership units and 
2.4 percent in rental units). These vacancy rates were substantially lower 
than SMSA rates (1.6 percent of ownership units and 4.0 percent of rental 
units). By 1985, many knowledgeable observers of the Berkeley housing 
market were suggesting that the vacancy rate had declined to as low as 1.0 


percent. 


The causes of the housing shortage are multifaceted. The University's 
provision of around 9,000 units for a student population of over 31,000 is 
a part of the problen. It is estimated that roughly two-thirds of the 
university's enrolled students reside in Berkeley. The additional demand 
generated by professors and other staff necessarily means that the private 
market in Berkeley and nearby commmities must supply the balance of needed 
housing. 


Regional employment growth near Berkeley (that which occurs in San 
Francisco, Oakland, Emeryville, Albany and Central Contra Costa County) is 
another source of demand which looks to commmities like Berkeley with its 
neighborhoods of relatively affordable stock to provide housing. And 
because Berkeley has very little available undeveloped land, it is existing 
neighborhoods which, in the absence of new higher density construction on 
undeveloped sites, face upward price pressure. 


According to ABAG projections, job growth within the city will continue to 
outstrip housing production over the next fifteen years. 


The drastic cutbacks in state and federal funding for housing programs also 
affect the production of new housing in Berkeley, notwithstanding the 75 
units of low income public housing on scattered sites throughout the city 
which are in the final stages of approval. 


Berkeley's rent control program which has been in effect since 1981 appears 
to have discouraged builders from constructing mich new rental housing 
within the city. 


Housing Costs and Affordability. The price of for-sale units in 
Berkeley ($110,750) was higher than the mean for Alameda County ($94,210) 
in 1980. In February 1986, the average selling price of a home in Berkeley 
had reached approximately $160,000, as compared with $135,000 for the Bay 
Area. The opposite situation was encountered in the case of for-rent 
units, which in the city were low ($226 per month) in comparison with the 
county ($249 per month). 


The Housing Element estimates that over 13,000 households pay 35 percent or 
more of their income for housing, with over 85 percent of these households 
living in rental units. One recent study concluded that "an imbalance 
between income distribution and shelter costs" is found in Berkeley. 
"There are more households that can only afford 'very low' and 'low' rents 
than there is housing that has 'very low’ and 'low' cost." $ 


3 Berkeley Waterfront Plan of rounities and Constraints Back 
ground Analyses, January 1985. 
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Housing Conditions and Trends in West Berkeley. As noted above, and shown 
in Figure 18, the census tract which contains the project site and larger 
study area has the largest land area of all tracts in Berkeley and includes 
blocks outside of the general study area shown in Figure ls. Still, 
housing conditions found throughout census tract 20 are similar to those 
near the project site and tract 20 data are presented here as representa- 
tive of study area conditions. 

In 1980, nearly 1,000 people lived in census tract 20, in the form of 442 
households occupying the same mmber of housing units. Owner-occupied 
units comprise a higher share (44 percent) of the total than for the city 
as awhole. The remaining units (56 percent) are occupied by renters. 


A great disparity between west Berkeley and the city as a whole is found 
when viewing median housing values and rents. In west Berkeley, the median 
rent in 1980 was $144, 64 percent of the citywide $226. The median value 
of owner-occupied housing was $42,500, or 44 percent of the citywide 
$96,400. 


Live/work Tenants in the Durkee Building. In 1985, several artists and 
small business owners operated out of the Durkee Building and used their 
rented space not only as commercial space, but also as a place to live. 
Gradually, over the past 16 months, the mmber of these tenants has de- 
cael rae Sr eal EA ENCE aos Se cama rae 
tenants in the building. 


In late 1985, several current tenants of the building jointly asked the 
City of Berkeley to render an opinion as to whether their situation was one 
which was covered under city policy regarding residential wits. ‘Two 
ordinances restricting the removal or conversion of residential land uses 
were’ set forth by the tenants as applicable to the Durkee Building (Ordi-. 
nances 3018 [Section 15.1.1] and 5626). A determination on this issue is 
pending. 


In February 1986, eviction notices were served on all but one of the 
renaining tenants of the Durkee Building. 


In light of the eviction notices and the project sponsor's expressed desire 
to develop the site as office, R&D and retail space, the Durkee Building 
tenants, nearby business owners and neighborhood residents have expressed 
great skepticism regarding whether live/work land uses would be contimed 
after completion of the project as proposed. 


Berkeley Housing Goals and Policies. Two documents present official hous- 
ing policies and programs of the City of Berkeley. Both the Housing 
Element of the Master Plan (revised November 1, 1984) and the Housing 
Action Strategy (December 1984) include analysis of the existing situation 
and guidance for evaluating proposals like Aquatic Park Center in terms of 


housing impact. 
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In the Housing Element, maintenance of existing affordable units and expan- 
sion of the housing supply when possible, are cited as important considera- 
tions. Also emphasized are the special needs of identifiable groups of 
Berkeley residents along with the high value Berkeley places on the racial, 
cultural and socioeconomic diversity of its population. Developments which 
mix residential and commercial land uses are also favored. 


The Housing Action Strategy recommends several initiatives for the city to 
embark upon. They include the general recommendations for encouraging new 
construction and directing rehabilitation efforts to rental as well as 
owner-occupied units, and two other initiatives which directly affect the 
proposed project. 


First, the strategy argues that the city should act ina manner which 
allows threatened populations to stay in Berkeley for the long term and 
help maintain the city's diversity. New programs to implement this goal 
are recommended. 


Second, the strategy aims at assuring that major pera generators provide 
housing to mitigate their impact on the jaar gra housing market. 


Housing Impacts 


The project will contribute to Berkeley's present housing shortage by 


expanding employment without offsetting that expansion by an equivalent 
contribution to the expansion of the housing stock. 


Citywide Increase in Housing Demand and 

Potential Impact on Cost and Affordability. Citywide, housing demand 
resulting from the direct and indirect Berkeley employment generated by the 
project has been estimated in the Employment Impact section as roughly 80 
to 100 wumits (Scenarios One and Two respectively) . The ability of the 
Berkeley housing market to sustain such an increase in supply is question- 
able, given that during the 1970s the average annual increase in the 
housing stock was. less than 20 units per year (the 1970 stock was counted 
as 46,160 units and the 1980 stock as 46,334 units, for a 10-year increase 
of 174). Various documents on Berkeley housing (including the 1985 Housing 
Element) make no projections of additions to the supply in the current 
decade, although reference is made to University of California policy to 
house more of its students, which could help ease the pressure on 
Berkeley's housing stock. 


In the absence of significant increases in the supply, continued increases 
in demand can only serve to increase housing prices. It is important to 
recognize that, for various reasons, Berkeley is considered a desirable 
residential comminity by many people who are employed elsewhere. Because 
of such factors as the presence of the university, the views from the 
hills, the availability of attractive cultural and shopping opportunities, 
and the heterogeneity of the population, Berkeley's residential attractive- 
ness is not likely to diminish, and as a result housing values probably 
will contimue to inflate compared with the rest of the Bay Area whether or 


not employment expands. Employment expansion, however, does exacerbate the 
situation. 
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One potential outcome is displacement: the 80 to 100 households associated 
with the employment increase may supplant existing Berkeley residents by 
outbidding them in terms of rents and housing prices. It is not possible 
to estimate the actual level of displacement. However, it is reasonable to 
suppose that the propensity of this project's employees to live in Berkeley 
would be no greater than the 38 percent level currently characteristic of 
all Berkeley workers. Thus, the 80-to-100 range represents the maximm. 
credible displacement from this project. ‘The actual amount of displace- 
ment to be experienced, will probably be less than that level, but how mich 
less cannot be determined. 


Effect on Housing in West Berkeley. If not for the relatively lower pur- 
chasing costs, it is unlikely that project employees would have any greater 
preference for living in west Berkeley than elsewhere throughout the City 
of Berkeley. However, the fact that relatively inexpensive housing can be 
found there suggests the continuation of recent land use changes in west 
Berkeley could accelerate residential gentrification in addition to the 
commercial and office upgrading which is well under way. It is simply the 
case that this area will be seen by persons seeking housing in Berkeley and 
the greater East Bay as one remaining set of neighborhoods which are close 
in to jobs (in Oakland, San Francisco and Emeryville in addition to 
Berkeley), are affordably priced and enjoy good access to regional free- 
ways. For these reasons, Sirk aS Carreras erie rule eae a tendo 
able to housing impacts than other Berkeley neighborhoods. 


Live/work Space in the Proposed Project. As noted elsewhere in this 
report, the issue of whether the current live/work tenants in the Durkee 


Building are covered under the applicable city ordinances regarding resi- 
dential structures is still under consideration by the City Attorney's 
office. The applicant has on several occasions committed to encouraging 
live/work spaces in the Durkee Building. However, the application of the 
city's stringent rent control and residential unit protection ordinances to 
rental space which otherwise would be free of these regulations could lead 
the applicant to modify this intention or could preclude removal of these 

units. The final impact in this regard cannot yet be forecast. ; 


Housing Mitigation Measures 


City staff is currently in the process of designing a housing impact 
mitigation program which would require either the direct provision of a set 
mimber of below-market-rate umits or the payment of an in-lieu fee to 
offset anticipated impacts on the city's housing market. ‘The fee would be 
based on a per square foot amount which could vary with the type of land 
use (e.g. office, industrial). 


The variation in this rate would derive from the level of impact antici- 
pated from employment in each land use. 


If the proposed project were approved prior to the time the city implements 
the housing mitigation program, the city and applicant could negotiate a 
similar contribution based in part on the housing impacts forecast in the 
EIR. ‘The contribution could be established as a Use Permit cordition, as 
provided for in the City of Berkeley Zoning Ordinance. 
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The funding from this mitigation could be allocated to one or more of 
several citywide assistance measures: 1) Direct purchase of land for 
below-market-rate housing construction; 2) Direct construction of housing 
units for sale at below-market-rate prices; and/or 3) Subsidization of land 


or unit purchases by a non-profit organization for the purpose of sale or 
rent at below-market-rate prices. 


It should be noted that if business and related employment opportunities 
are to be attracted to Berkeley, the total mitigation burden placed on new 
office development should not result in an investment return substantially 
lower than alternative nearby locations (a point made by the city's Eco- 
nomic Development Plan). 


75 


TRANSPORTATION 
Existing Setting 


Three elements of the transportation system currently serving the site are 
described and mapped below. The local and regional roadway network and its 
ability to carry existing traffic volumes is analyzed. A.C. Transit routes 
providing bus service near the site are described. Pedestrian and bikeway 
infrastructure are also noted. 


Street System. The street system serving the site is comprised of freeways 
and local streets of various sizes, but it is the conditions at critical 
intersections which determine the overall level of service of the street 


system. 


Freeways. A major regional freeway system serves the City of Berkeley 
and the site for the proposed project. The primary elements of this system 
are Interstate 80, Interstate 580 and State Routes 17, 24 and 13. 


Interstate 80 is a major freeway routing north/south through Berkeley west 
of the project site. This route extends north into the City of Richmerd 
(and eastward to Sacramento and beyond) and south and west to San Francisco 
via the Bay Bridge. In Berkeley I-80 overlaps with State Route 17, which 
extends south toward San Jose and north to Richmond; then west to San 
Rafael via the San Rafael/Richmond Bridge. 


State Route 24 provides an east/west connection between San Francisco ard 
Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. State Route 13 follows Ashby Averue 
east through Berkeley from its interchange with Interstate 80. It serves 
as an east/west major street through parts of Berkeley. At the eastern end 
of Ashby Aveme, it becomes a north/south freeway linking Berkeley with 
eastern and southern Alameda County via Interstate 580. It also links 
Berkeley with Contra Costa County via SR 24. 


Interstate 80 would serve the proposed project via interchanges at Ashby 
and University Avemmes. Both of these interchanges have ramps accessing 
north and south. State Route 24 will primarily serve commtters to ard from 
the proposed project and central Contra Costa County who will access from 
south of Berkeley at various points along its route while those accessing 
from the South Bay will use State Route 13 and Interstate 580. 


City Streets. Figure 21 shows the street system in the City of 
Berkeley. In 1975, the City of Berkeley adopted a city-wide Traffic 
Management Plan with the primary objective of discouraging through traffic 
on local residential streets. This plan was implemented through such 
devices as diverters, street closures, and one-way streets. 


Streets in Berkeley are designated according to the specific need they 
serve. "Major streets" are high volume reutes connecting districts within 
the city, as well as Berkeley with other cities, providing access to the 
major freeways in the vicinity. "Collector streets" carry varying traffic 
volumes amd access between local streets, major streets, amd activity 
centers in the city while "local streets" primarily provide access and 
parking for adjacent properties. 
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FIGURE 21 CIRCULATION PLAN 
(BERKELEY MASTER PLAN) 
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Using these designations, Ashby, San Pablo, University Avemmes and Dwight 
Way are the primary "major streets" serving the Aquatic Park Center site; 
Seventh Street is a primary "collector street"; and Heinz, Anthony, Potter 
and Fifth Streets are "local streets." 


Street Network Near the Site. The northern edge of the site is 
bounded by Heinz Street, which terminates at the Southern Pacific Railroad 
(SPRR) right-of-way at the westerly edge of the site. Fifth Street is a 
north/south two-lane local street terminating at the southerly edge of the 
site and comecting with Anthony and Potter Streets. Anthony and Potter 
Streets are east/west local streets, one amd two blocks in length, respec- 
tively, west of and connecting with Seventh Street, a collector street. 

Street is of primary importance for access to the site because at 
its easterly end it links with Ninth Street which then connects with Ashby 
Avenue. The Anthony-Ninth-Ashby route provides easier, and in the peak 
hour, the only access from Ashby Avenue eastbourd to Seventh Street north- 
bound. Direct eastbound movement from Ashby Avenue via a left tum 
northbound Seventh Street is prohibited at peak hours. | 


San Pablo Avemue is a major four-lane street parallel to and four blocks 
east of Seventh Street. Dwight Way is a two-lane arterial ruming east/ 
west one-half mile north of the project site. 


The site has access to the regional street system via Heinz and Anthony 
Streets east to Seventh Street. Seventh Street connects with Ashby Avemme 
(S.R. 13) two blocks south of Anthony Street and to University Aveme one 
mile north. As noted above, both Ashby and University Avenues have full 
interchanges with Interstate 80. _ ; 


Average daily traffic (ADT) and FM peak hour traffic for these streets are 
shown in Figure 22. 


Local Intersections. The intersections of Seventh Street with Ashby 
Avenue, Anthony Street, Heinz Street and Dwight Way along with the Ashby/ 
San Pablo Avenue intersection are considered critical and would be most 
heavily impacted by the proposed project. These intersections, designated 
and referred to later,by mmbers (1 through 5), are shown in Figure 23. 


A level of service (LOS) analysis was performed at each of these critical 
tion of the relationship between traffic volume entering an intersection 
and the intersection's physical capacity to accommodate traffic volume 
results in the LOS factor (referred to by traffic engineers using a let- 
tered scale of Ato fF). Typically, these measurements are made at the 
hours of highest traffic volumes (AM and/or PM peak hour). Tables 5 and 6 
show LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections. 


For determining 10S at signalized intersections, methods described in 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (I.T.E.), Transportation Research 
Circular 212, Jarmary 1980, are used. Methods based on I.T.E., Transporta= 
tion Research Circular 281, June 1984, are used for LOS analysis of unsig- 
nalized intersections. 
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FIGURE 23 CRITICAL INTERSECTIONS ANALYZED 
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Table 5 


Level of Service Definitions for Signalized Intersections 


Level of 
Service 


A, B 


F 


Source: ITE, 


Interpretation 


Uncongested operations; all queues clear ina 
single signal cycle. 


Light congestion; occasional backups on 
critical approaches. 


Significant congestion on critical approaches 
but intersection functional. Cars required 
to wait through more than one cycle during 
short peaks. No long standing queues formed. 


Severe congestion with some long standing 
queues on critical approaches. Blockage of 
intersection may occur if traffic Signal does 
not provide for protected turning movements. 
Traffic queue may block nearby intersection (s) 
upstream of critical approach(es). 


Total breakdown, stop-and-go operation. 


1980 


Table 6 


V/C Ratio 


<.7 


e71 = .80 


-81 = .90 


91 =O 


<1.0 


level of Service Definitions for Unsignalized Intersections 


Reserve y Level of Expected Delay to. 
Capacity _ Service Minor Street Traffic 
>400 } A Little or no delay 
300-399 : B Short traffic delays 
200-299 Cc Average traffic delays 
100-199 D Long traffic delays 
0-99 E Very long traffic delays 
n.a. F Severe congestion and 


queuing of traffic into 
upstream intersections 
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All intersections except the Seventh/Heinz Street intersection (4) were 
analyzed as signalized. Intersections 1 and 2 are presently signalized and 
Intersection 5 is expected to be signalized in the near future. 


Intersection 3, Seventh/Anthony Streets, is presently controlled by stop 
signs on Anthony Street. Preliminary investigation shows that this inter- 
section now operates at LOS F in the PM peak hour without signalization. 
Analyzing this intersection were to remain unsignalized in the future, 
congestion at LOS F would further deteriorate. Since signalization in this 
case would be required to improve the LOS and lessen the extreme delays and 
severe congestion, this intersection has been assumed to be signalized 
under all conditions in this analysis. This intersection is of primary 
importance for the proposed Aquatic Park Center because Anthony Street via 
Seventh and Ninth Streets links to Ashby Averme and further destinations, 
and because of the relatively low level of service for side street traffic 
in the area. 


Traffic counts for the LOS analysis were measured in March 1986 at Inter- 
sections 3, 4, amd 5 for the AM and PM peak hours. Similar base data for 
Intersections 1 and 2 were provided by the City of Berkeley. Part of the 
data was based upon the City of Berkeley, 1984 Fuel Efficient Signal Study. 


The critical intersections with signalization (1, 2, 3, and 5) currently 
operate at an optimal A or B LOS in both the AM and FM peak hours. Traffic 
movements at Intersection 4, analyzed with the stop sign controls currently 
in place, operates at LOS AtoE. It has low levels of traffic but as 
presently configured, certain movements still provide only LOS E in the ™ 
peak hour. Vehicular movements onto or across Seventh Street from Heinz 
Street can be expected to improve somewhat in the future if the Seventh/ 
Anthony Streets intersection is signalized. Signalization of the intersec- 
tions of Seventh/Anthony Streets and Seventh Street/Dwight Way will have 
the effect of metering north/south traffic, and thereby, providing more 
gaps in the Seventh Street traffic flow. 


Transit. As Figure 24 shows, the project is served by A.C. Transit Bus 
Route 65, a crosstown route forming a loop through Berkeley. It routes 
north/south on Seventh Street, east/west on Dwight Way and Ashby Avenue 
with service east to the Piedmont, Derby, Belrose corridor. This route has 
a side comnection with Center Street and Shattuck Aveme at the BART 
Station in downtown Berkeley and to the Ashby BART Station at Ashby Avemie 
and Adeline Streets in Berkeley, thereby providing indirect BART service to 
the site. 


During the commite period, express bus service is provided by A.C. Transit 
Bus Route H to/from San Francisco and Kensington via downtown Berkeley with 
stops at the intersection of Ashby Avenue and Seventh Street. 


A.C. ‘Transit Bus Route 37 has a transfer point with Route 65 at the inter- 
sections of Seventh Street/Dwight Way and Ashby/Claremont Avenues in east 
Berkeley. From a terminal point at Dwight Way and Sixth Streets, Route 37 
moves north on 6th Street to east on University into downtown Berkeley. 


of service near the project varies from 10 minute intervals for 


Route H to 60 mimute intervals for Route 37. Route 65 passes through the 
area every 20 mimutes. 


82 


FIGURE 24 EXISTING TRANSIT ROUTES 
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The principal bus stop for the site is at the intersection of Seventh and 
Heinz Streets, which is served by Route 65. 


Parking. There is no off-street public parking in the vicinity of the 
project site. A very limited amount of onstreet parking without time limit 
controls is available on Heinz, Anthony and Seventh Streets. Of this 
onstreet parking, AM week-day observations found it to be about 95 percent 
utilized. 


Pedestrian/Bikeway Circulation. Sidewalks are available adjacent to. all 
streets in the nearby area except on segments of Heinz and Potter Streets. 
The Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) tracks forma barrier (which is, 
however, surmounted by determined pedestrians) to east/west pedestrian and 
bicycle access to Aquatic Park. Aquatic Park west of the project site has 
extensive pedestrian and bicycle paths on both sides of the lake within the 
park. 


The City of Berkeley Master Plan, adopted in 1977, shows a bikeway network 
developed for the city. As Figure 21 shows, in the project site vicinity, 
the bicycle route follows Heinz Street west to southbound on Seventh 
Street, then, southwesterly on Ashby Aveme looping northward under and 
ending immediately north of the railroad underpass. While the network 
delineated in the Plan shows it ending at this point, a bikeway facility 
actually extends north into Aquatic Park where there is an extensive path- 
way network. The section along Ashby Averme under the railroad underpass 
is presently blocked by a Caltrans chain link fence. ‘Therefore, a portion 
of the bikeway ‘Hetwork in the Plan as well as that facility extending 
northward into Aquatic Park cannot now be utilized. . 7 


Peak hour pedestrian counts at Intersections 3, 4 and 5 in March 1986 show 
that there is currently little pedestrian activity with a maximm of eight 
persons per hour using any of the intersections. Counts on Seventh Street 
showed a maximm of six bicyclists per hour. 


However, pedestrian and bicycle activity would be expected to increase in 
the future if the area contimes its transformation from industrial amd 
warehouse to professiqnal office and retail uses. 


impacts 


The proposed project could create impacts on the traffic and circulation 
patterns in its immediate vicinity as well as in the larger study area. 
There will also be transportation related impacts from the several other 
nearby developments expected to be completed in the near future. In this 
analysis, the transportation related impacts of the proposed project on the 
Then, the effects that other projected development in the area will have on 
the nearby intersections is analyzed. Finally, cumulative traffic impacts 
stemming from the other planned projects as well as impacts generated by 
the proposed project are added together and analyzed. 


Travel Demand Analysis. The mmber of additional vehicular trips generated 


by the proposed project and other nearby developments, and how they would 
distribute themselves throughout the roadway network, is considered below. 
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Trip Generation. The proposed project would generate trips based upon 
the type and intensity of its land uses. The Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (I.T.E.) Trip Generation Marmal was used to estimate the AM and 
FM peak hour trip rates for the proposed uses within each scenario as well 
as for the cumlative projects. These rates are shown in Table 7. 


The estimated trips generated by each use within Scenarios One and Two of 
the proposed project are shown in Table 8. Scenarios One and Two show 
little difference in the mmber of trips generated in the AM or PM peak 
hours or in ADT. ADI generated by Scenario One is 3,259 and Scenario Two 
is 3,271. 


The project under either scenario will produce the greatest impact on local 
traffic in the PM peak hour with 110 inbound and 306 outbound trips at this 
time for Scenario One. 


Table 7 
Trip Generation Rates by Land Use 


For Proposed and CQumilative Projects 
(per 1,000 GSF) 


Peak Hour Average 

| Ae a: eee ee 3: eee Daily 

Land Use Type Nien Out In Out Traffic 
General Office Type A® 1.93 0.20 0.26 1.70 10.90 
General Office Type BP 3512 0.38 0.40 2.42 17.70 
Discount/Retail© — = 1.61 2.19 50.00 
New Car Sales & Serviced to Jae 76 2.6208 3246 47.50 
Warehouse® " 0.53 Gor 0.33 1.30 4.88 


&@ General Office over 100,000 GSF - used for C-l, a portion of Carleton 
Street Business Center. 

D General Office under 100,000 GSF - used for C-2, C-3, and the proposed 
Aquatic Park Center Project. 

© Used for C-4, Whole Earth Access expansion. 

qd Used for CSA and CSB, Berkeley Auto Mall. 

© Used for C-1, a portion of Carleton Street Business Center. 


Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation, 3rd 
Edition, 1982. 
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Totals 


Project Generated Trips For 


Table 8 


Proposed Scenarios One and Two® 


land Use 


Theater 
Restaurant 
Office 
Office 
Office 


9,000 
3,000 
12,000 


13,500 
18,624 


18,432 


53,600 


128,156 


Peak Hour Trips 
aa Cet 5» 
in Out in Out 

- — 41 17 
15 6 23 9 
25 5 5 29 
LOG a1 Ge Bees 200 ae) 21 
11220 21 130 
260 50 110 306 
- — 41 17 
15 6 23 9 
25 5 5 29 
is. Ss 5 33 
39 °) 7 45 
39 7 7 45 
Ti4gene 20 21 130 
248 50 109 = 308 


720 
492 
213 


239 
329 


329 


949 


3,271 


@ These data were derived by miltiplying the rates referred to in Table 7 
by the project use. 
B Refer to Figures 5 and 6 for Site Plans for Scenarios One and Two. 


Source: Kenneth M. Bankston Associates 


Trip Distribution and Assignment. The distribution pattern of trips 
to and from the project was developed based on empirical data presented in 
the 1980 Census, "Journey to Work" (July 1984) published by the Metropoli- 
tan Transportation Commission (MIC) as well as knowledge gained from site 
visits about the context within which the project would be located. 


In assigning traffic, the following factors are considered: 


* During peak periods, left turns from eastbound Ashby Avenue to 
northbound Seventh Street are prohibited. This particular 
movement is made two blocks east of Seventh Street at Ninth 
Street. After turning left to Ninth Street, Seventh Street 
can be approached via Potter or Anthony Street. 


* Implementation of the proposed project will create a need for 
a traffic signal at either the intersection of Seventh/Heinz 
Streets or Seventh/Anthony Streets. The intersection of 
Seventh/Anthony Streets is more suitable for signalization 
because Anthony Street connects with Ashby Avemme via Ninth 
Street as described above. Therefore, the only project traf- 
fic assigned to Heinz Street is inbound traffic from south- 
bound Seventh Street to westbound Heinz Street. (This assump- 
tion that inbound traffic assigned to Heinz Street would exit 
the site area via Anthony Street establishes a "worst case" 
analysis of that intersection. Some intrepid drivers might 
brave the. Seventh/Heinz intersection but most would choose the 
signalized Seventh/Anthony intersection.) 


Figure 25 shows how project generated traffic is expected to distribute 
itself onto the nearby roadway network. Based upon this distribution, 
project traffic is assigned to the street system as shown in Figure 26. As 
Figure 26 shows, the project has the greatest impact on Anthony Street 
adding 2,780 ADT with 360 two-way trips in the PM peak hour. 


Cumilative Development. As described in the land use section (pp.47 to 
49) five projects in the general vicinity of the site have been identified 
as either proposed or'in various stages of implementation. Figure 27 shows 
the location of these projects, coded C-1 through C-5. only projects or 
portions of projects expected to be completed within the next five years 
are included. The Carleton Street Business Center will consist of 587,220 
gross square feet (GSF) of floor area; however, since it is estimated to be 
only half built-out/occupied in the next 5 years, 293,610 GSF of floor area 
is included here for analysis. 


Table 9 shows the characteristics of each of these projects, the 

AM and YM peak hour trips generated as well as ADIT. In estimating trip 
generation by cumlative projects, similar procedures for determining trip 
generation rates, distribution, and assignment were followed as was done 
for the proposed project. The Berkeley Auto Mall (C-5A and C-5B in Figure 
27) is an approved project totaling 160,000 GSF of floor area. Access for 
this project is split between Potter Street and Ashby Avenue. For this 
reason, C-5A with 80,000 GSF of floor area is assumed for the purposes of 
traffic analysis to access via Potter Street while C-5B with 80,000 GSF of 
floor area is assumed to access via Ashby Avenue. The traffic assignment 
reflects this split. 
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FIGURE 25 TRIP DISTRIBUTION | 
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FIGURE 26 PROJECT TRAFFIC: ADT AND 
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FIGURE 27 CUMULATIVE PROJECT LOCATIONS 
AND TRAFFIC GENERATED 
(ADT AND PM PEAK HOUR) 
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Table 9 


Trip Generation for Cumulative Projects@ 


Project and Use 


C-1 —- Carlton Street 
Business Center 


Office 
Warehouse 


C-2 - Wareham Office 
Building 
Office> 
C-3 - Mighetto & 
Youngmeister 
OfficeD 
C-4 = Whole Earth Access 
Discount Store 
Retail 


C-5A - Berkeley Auto 
Mall North 


New Car Sales 

and Service 
C-5B - Berkeley Auto 
Mall South 


New Car Sales 
and Service 


Totals 


Gross Peak Hour Trips 


Square AM pve 
p sFesta lin Out Five 16,818 
225,895 384 45 59 384 
67,715 88 9 22 88 
10,000 22 4 4 24 
10,000 22 4 4 24 
12,000 aot — 19 26 


80,000 101 141 210 277 


80,000 101 141 210 277 


485,610 718 344 528 1,100 


2,463 
330 


177 


177 


600 


3,800 


3,800 


11,347 


@ These data were derived by miltiplying the rates referred to in Table 8 


by the project use. 
D under 100,000 GSF. 
© Not open in AM. 


Source: Kenneth M. Bankston Associates 
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Table 9 shows that these projects cumulatively without the proposed project 
will generate an estimated 11,347 average daily trips including 1,062 AM 
and 1,628 PM peak hour trips. Figure 27 shows the PM peak hour traffic and 
ADT resulting from the cumlative projects as assigned to the existing 
street system. 


Traffic Impacts. 


Street System. Existing traffic plus that generated by the project 
and the five cumulative projects on the nearby street system is shown in 
Figure 28. Of the impacted streets, the highest rates of increase are on 
the local streets of Anthony (900 percent) and Heinz (60 percent), with 
more moderate rates of increase on the collector streets of Seventh south ~ 
of Dwight Way (34 percent) and along Dwight Way (44 percent). The lowest 
rates of increase would be experienced on the major streets of Ashby (17 
percent) and San Pablo (4 percent) Avenues. However, some streets have 
greater excess capacity and at different points on their routes than 
others, regardless of the level of traffic they are projected to handle. 


To find out how traffic on the nearby street system will affect levels of 
service, it is necessary to measure the traffic volumes relative to overall 
capacity at the critical intersections. 


Traffic impacts on critical intersections are analyzed under the following 
conditions to forecast the LOS and v/c ratios: existing traffic (I); 
existing traffic plus project traffic. only (II); existing traffic plus the 
cumulative projects only (ITI); and existing traffic plus project traffic 
combined with the cumulative traffic (IV). 


A separate discussion and analysis of each of the critical intersections 
follows below based upon the results of the quantitative analysis combined 
with a discussion of the factors relevant to each individual intersection. 


The San Pablo/Ashby Avene intersection operates at LOS C in the EM peak 
hour under the most heavily impacted conditions ITI and IV, with existi 
and the cumulative projects only and with the cumlative projects plus the 
proposed project. However, the intersection lacks independent phasing for 
ieft turn movements and therefore favors through traffic on all four of its 
legs. Incorporating separate phasing for left turns at the intersection 
would have the effect of lowering the overall LOS at the intersection but 
would provide a more equitable use of the intersection for all motorists. 
In addition, the lack of separate left turn phasing at this intersection 
encourages much lane changing and other undesirable vehicular movements at 
its approaches. 
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Table 10 


Level of Service at Critical Intersections 
Aquatic Park Center? 


qb rr saa 

Intersection AM EM AM EM AM EM 
San Pablo/ Aa A B A C 
Ashby (252) ou (664). 8254) 000.66) dala) (72) 
Seventh/ A B A B B D 
Ashby (.50) (.63)  (.52) (.69)  (.60) (.85) 
Seventh/ A A A B A Cc 
Anthony (241)) %.56) 90 647) 91 (268) 1 (6S4)uo. (678) 
Seventh/ A-D A-E A-D A-E A-E A-E 
Heinz 

Seventh/ A B A B B yore 
Dwight Way (.48) (.64) (.56) (.70) (.70) (.80) 


(.78) 


(.86) 


f 
cee 


&@ See Tables 5 and 6 for Level of Service definitions. The v/c ratios are 
in parentheses immediately below the LOS levels. 


analyzed as signalized except mmber 4. 


All intersections are 


Numbers 3 ard 5 are not now 


signalized but are expected to be in the near future. ‘The analysis for 
unsignalized intersections is by individual movement and therefore mmber 
4 shows variation by movement, i.e., from A to D or fromA to E. 


5 conditions for which traffic impacts are analyzed: 


I - Existing 1986, 


II - Existing 1986 with Proposed Project 
ITI - Existing 1986 with Cumulative Projects without Proposed Project 
Iv - Existing 1986 with GQmlative Projects with Proposed Project. 


Source: Kenneth M. Bankston Associates 
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The Ashby Avenue/Seventh Street intersection operates at an uncongested LOS 


under existing traffic conditions but decreases to IOS E in the peak 
hour under condition IV (cumulative projects with the proposed project). 
This occurs even though no left turns are permitted for eastbound Ashby 
Avenue traffic. Since left turn movements are given no separate phasing, 
they operate at an LOS lower than that which the quantitative analysis 
measures. Providing separate phasing for these left turn movements at this 
intersection may be counter-productive because left turn lanes and separate 
left turn phasing will definitely reduce the through put of vehicles on 
both Ashby Avenue and Seventh Street. In addition, the provision of left 
turn lanes and phasing will tend to encourage utilization of the Seventh 
Street corridor by traffic which should use I-80 but because of its peak 
hour congestion, would elect to use Seventh Street between Ashby and 
University Avenues as a by-pass. This activity should be discouraged. 
Traffic to and from Ashby Avenue can reach Seventh Street north of Ashby 
Avenue via Ninth Street, a "T" intersection which works well now but may 
ultimately require signalization. 


If signalization is assumed, the intersection of Seventh/Anthony Streets 
would operate at LOS A. Under Condition IV in the ™ peak hour, this 
intersection's LOS would decrease to D. With project and existing traffic, 
only, its PM peak hour LOS is B. Projects C-4 and C-5A impact this inter- 
section heavily as well. With these cumulative projects added, its LOS is 
reduced further. 


The effects of C-4 and C-5A may be somewhat overstated, but Table 10 repre- 
sents a worse case effect. That is, left turn and through movements at the 
eastbound Potter Street approach to Seventh Street currently operate at an 
LoS of E. A minor increase in these movements will cause the 10S to drop 
to F at the intersection. Therefore, traffic generated by C-4 and C-5A 

which might use the Seventh/Potter Street intersection will shift via Fifth 
_ and Anthony Streets to the Seventh/Anthony Street intersection to avoid the 
congestion at Seventh/Potter Streets. This will tend to happen most often 
during the FM peak hour. ‘he planned signalization of Seventh/Anthony 
Streets will provide greater safety and ease of movement, thereby, pro- 
viding added inducement for its use. 


Traffic flows on Seventh Street at its intersection with Heinz Street are 
currently operating at LOS E and would remain at that level under condi- 
tions II, III, and IV. Signalization of intersections 3 and 5 will help to 
create gaps in traffic-on Seventh Street, thereby facilitating movements 
onto Seventh Street from Heinz Street. 


The complex intersection of Seventh/Dwight Way has five streets branching 
from it. The fifth street intersecting is a diagonal connection providing 
north/south traffic continuity between Seventh Street south of and Sixth 
Street north of Dwight Way. Without signalization of this intersection in 
the near future, through movements for Dwight Way that are difficult now 
are expected to worsen considerably as cumulative projects are builtout. 
This presents a particularly acute problem for the several buses crossing 
from Dwight Way. 
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Due to the uniqueness and complexity of the lane geometry at this intersec- 
tion, the projection of LOS D operation under Condition IV in the PM peak 
hour understates actual congestion levels even with signalization. How- 
ever, signals will provide greater safety and better accessibility for 
traffic coming onto and off of Dwight Way from Seventh or Sixth Streets. 


Individual Project Impacts on Critical Intersections. Table 11 shows 
the amount and percentage of total traffic growth generated by the proposed 


Aquatic Park Center Project and each of the five cumulative projects 
analyzed at each of the critical intersections. The most significant 
traffic impact is at the Seventh/Anthony intersection with a total of 939 
vehicles entering it in the FM peak hour. ‘The projects impacting it most 
are the Berkeley Auto Mall, North (38 percent) and the proposed Aquatic 
Park Center project (39 percent). The Carlton Street Business Center (C- 
5A) also has a 17 percent impact at that intersection. 


Transit Impacts. The impact of the proposed project on bus passenger trips 
is expected to be insignificant ranging from less than one to five percent 
of total trips on nearby routes. This is primarily due to the probable 
high auto ownership of employees, constraints on the availability and 
frequency of bus service, as well as the free parking provisions currently 
available and planned in the area. 


Assuming that five percent of the trips generated were bus passenger trips, 
21 passenger trips could be generated by the proposed project. If all of 
these trips used A.C. Transit Route 65 (the route serving the nearest bus 
stop at the Seventh/Heinz Streets intersection), it would increase the load 
factor on that route from 0.33 now to 0.41. 


Site Plan Evaluation. The proposed Aquatic Park Center project under both 
Scenarios One and Two has a two-story parking garage in the center of the 
site with 90 stalls and a parking lot west and southwest of the site facing 
Office Building D. Other surface parking is dispersed on the site (See 
Figures 5 amd 6). 


Onsite Circulation. Access to and from these parking facilities would 
predominantly make use of Heinz Street. Given the street network jin the 
vicinity of the project, the impacts of this project as well as the amula- 
tive projects, and practicable improvements, primary access should be 
to/from Anthony Street via Fifth Street. While the site plan currently 
would allow this movement indirectly, it would do so by requiring traffic 
to/from the larye westerly surface parking lot to travel on Heinz Street to 
the central driveway which connects with Fifth Street. 


Internal circulation could be improved if the parking garage were to be 
relocated northward to provide an onsite two-way east/west driveway. This 
driveway would connect the westerly surface parking lot with Fifth and 
Anthony Streets. 


Parking Ratios. Scenario One provides 2.0 spaces per 1,000 GSF while 
Scenario Two provides 2.1 spaces per 1,000 GSF of building floor area. 
While this approximates the City Code requirements of 2 spaces per 1,000 
GSF, typical provisions in Bay Area commmities for parking for office 
facilities include 3.5 spaces per 1,000 GSF of floor area. 
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Table 11 
Vehicles Entering Critical Intersections® 


FM Peak Hour 
(Percentage of Intersection Volume Shown in Parentheses) 


Critical Intersection Number 


Buj1Ging recon Pe 2 PrOTeSt sate af 2 sec ee eta ae 5 
C=1 Carlton Street 95 181 162 162 195 
Business Center (18%) (21%) (17%) (27%) (31%) 
C=2 Wareham Office 0 9 9 13 aba 
Building (-) ( 1%) ( 13) ( 23) ( 2%) 
C-3 Mighetto & 0 9 9 13 vial 
Younomeister (-) ( 1%) ( 1%) ( 2%) ( 2%) 
C-4 Whole Earth 6 16 36 19 19 
Access (-) ( 2%) ( 4%) ( 3%) ( 3%) 
C-5A Berkeley Auto 102 174 361 209 209 
Mall North (20%) (20%) (38%) (35%) (33%) 
C=5B Berkeley Auto eel 312 0 6) 0 
Mall South (43%) (37%) (-) (-) (-) 
Proposed Project: 
Aquatic Park 91 157 362 187 187 
Center (18%) (183) (39%) (31%) (29%) 
Total Vehicles 515 857 939 603 632 
Total Percentage by » 
Intersection (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (1003) 


@ This table shows the-estimated number of vehicles generated by each of 
the cumulative projects and the proposed project entering each intersec- 
1. San Pablo/ 


tion in the FM peak hour. Intersections are designated: 


Ashby; 2. Seventh/Ashby; 
Seventh/Dwight Way. Figure 27 maps their locations. 


indicated in parentheses. 


Source: Kenneth M. Bankston Associates 


Sz 


Seventh/Anthony; 4. 


Seventh/Heinz ; 


5. 


The percent of 
total traffic growth generated by each project at each intersection is 


Forecasting the likely demand for parking at the project on the basis of 
the individual uses proposed results in a finding that, without mitigations 


demand would exceed supply. 
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AS shown in Table 12, the parking demand for a typical development like 
Scenario One or Two would be on the order of 402-410 spaces during "busi- 
ness hours"; the theatre would generally result in parking demand later in 
the evening. The proposed project would provide 255 or 272 spaces, respec- 
tively, resulting in a forecast deficit of 130-147 spaces, 


Expansion of the parking garage as designed could provide up to 45 spaces 
per additional level. In addition, implementation of a vanpooling program 
and other Transportation Systems Management (TSM) program elements could 
shift the mode of commuters enough to reduce parking demand. 


Pedestrian Circulation. 


Internal pedestrian circulation for both Scenarios One and Two is adequate 
with the exception of an absence of specifically designated pedestrian 
access to Heinz Street, which will provide principal access for pedestrians 
and potential transit riders. 


Both scenarios propose a pedestrian over—crossing at the westerly end of 
Heinz Street spanning the SPRR and connecting with the extensive pedestrian 
and bikeway system in Aquatic Park. This pedestrian feature greatly en- 
hances recreational pedestrian movement for a large segment of west 
Berkeley and, in particular, employees in the general vicinity of the 
project site. (Consideration of the proposed bridge in terms of access- 
ibility by physically disabled persons and its relationship to existing 
pathways in Aquatic Park is under way). (See Site Plan and Urban Design 
Mitigation Measures for further discussion of this issue. ) 


Mitigation Measures 


Several mitigation measures are recommended on the basis of impacts created 
specifically by the proposed project as well as upcoming cumulative devel- 
opment in southwest Berkeley. Responsibility for mitigation of the former 
impacts should fall on the applicant while mitigating the latter impacts 
Should be a responsibility shared by the applicant, other developments and 
the City of Berkeley. 


Project Related (Developer Responsibility). 
(1) Install a signal at the intersection of Seventh/Anthony Streets. 


(2) Create two approach lanes for the Anthony Street and Heinz Avenue 
approaches to Seventh Street so as to allow separation of turning movements 
from through traffic. 


(3) Restripe Seventh Street to create left tum lanes in addition to 
through lanes on the approaches to the intersections of Seventh Street/ 
Anthony Street and Seventh Street/Heinz Avenue. ; 


(4) Install a stop sign at the northerly extension of Fifth Street (at 
Heinz Averme) and stripe the centerline of this extension. 


(5) Upgrade the pavement quality to a level acceptable to the Department 


of Public Works where necessary along portions of Anthony Street, Fifth 
Street and Heinz Av : 
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Table 12 


Parking Demand Forecast 


Gross 
Square 
Building Land Use Feet 
Scenario One 
A Theater 9,000 
A Restaurant 3,000 
A Office 12,000 
B Office 50,000 
D Office 53,600 
Totals 127,600 
Scenario Two 
A Theater 9,000 
A Restaurant 3,000 
A Office 12,000 
B Office 13,500 
C Industrial/ 
R&D/Retail 18,624 
E Industrial/* 
R&D/Retail 18,432 
F Office 53,600 
Totals 128,156 


600 seats 


167 seats 


Total 

Parking? Theore- 
Spaces tical 

Per Unit Demand 
0.33/seat 198 
0.50/seat 84 
3.3/1000 sf 40 
3.3/1000 sf 165 
3..3/1000° sf -177 
664 
0.33/seat 198 
0.50/seat 84 
3'3/1000%S£° + 40 
3.3/1000 sf 45 
3.0/1000 sf 56 
3.0/1000 sf 56 
3.3/1000 sf 177 
656 


2 Source of rates: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Transportation and 
Traffic Engineering Handbook, 1982, Table 21-1, p. 647. 


© assume two-thirds walk in from nearby offices and businesses. 
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(6) Provide a sidewalk along Heinz Street adjacent to the Aquatic Park 
Center Project from the westerly end of the existing sidewalk to the pro- 
posed pedestrian overcrossing at the extreme westerly end of Heinz Street. 


(7) The westerly project property line should be fenced along its entire 
length to dissuade pedestrians from making at grade crossings of the rail- 
road tracks. 


(8) Improve internal pedestrian circulation by providing a north/south 
walkway connection near the Durkee Building from the east/west pedestrian 
spine to Heinz Street. 


(9) Improve internal site circulation by relocating the ‘proposed parking 
structure 25-30 feet to the north to allow for a two-way driveway west from 
the Fifth Street entrance to the westerly surface parking area. 


(10) The city Traffic Engineer should review and approve the mmber, size 
and configuration of proposed loading docks. Additional loading docks 
beyond the three proposed in Scenario One would be required if that were to 
become the preferred scenario. 


(11) Onsite signing to clearly identify buildings so as to assist drivers 
selecting a parking area should be carefully considered by the project 
architect. Additionally, signs indicating the route to the new signal at 
Seventh and spiiregecs Streets would reduce congestion at Seventh Street and 
Heinz Avenue. 


(12) The footprint of the proposed parking structure should be enlarged to 
provide additional parking initially, and be designed in a way that will 
allow a third floor to be added in the future. The precise mmber of 
spaces to be added in the initial phase should be determined by the city 
after balancing the need for onsite parking with the desired level of the 
project's contribution toward alternative transportation modes. 


Additionally, conditions of approval for the project should mandate the 
project owner to report annually to the City actual employment at the site, 

and to have a parking utilization study prepared by a professional trans- 

portation engineer. The findings of this study may be subject to indepen- 
dent verification by the City. Should parking occupancy exceed the 85 
percent level, the project owner should be required to expand the parking 
garage. The City could also require mre rigorous TSM measures (see 
Measures below). 


(13) In order to reach the citywide transit mde share of 16 percent 
(versus the estimated 5 percent transit share assumed for impact purposes), 
the City could require Wareham Development and succeeding property owners, 
managers or major tenants to provide in perpetuity a number of vans to be 
driven free of charge by onsite employees. Carrying 11 percent of the 
onsite workforce (roughly 44 persons) in vanpools would require four vans 

on the order of $9,000 each per year (1986 dollars) for operation 
(including maintenance and fuel). RIDES for Bay Area Commuters, a non- 
profit organization, could provide assistance. 
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(14) The developer should be required to participate in any future Trans- 
portation Assessment District formed in the area for areawide improvements. 
However, this project's "fair share" contribution should take into account 
the offsite traffic improvements made as required by the conditions of 
project approval. 


(15) Wareham Development, the City, and Caltrans should work together to 
reopen the pedestrian/bicycle access along the north side of Ashby Avenue 
through the SPRR Underpass to link southwest Berkeley with Aquatic Park. 
The City's role would be as facilitator/liaison and any required funding 
would be the responsibility of the developer. The importance of this 
mitigation would greatly increase in the event that the proposed pedestrian 
bridge over the railroad tracks were deleted from the project. It should 
also be noted that Caltrans has proposed to incorporate into its Ashby/I-80 
interchange modifications a similar pedestrian access route on the south 
side of Ashby. 


Cumulative Development Related (City Responsibility With 
Developer Participation Required). 


(16) All new developments of 20,000 GSF or more in the west Berkeley area 
including the proposed Aquatic Park Center project and the cumulative 
projects meeting these space specifications should be required to prepare a 
Transportation Systems Management Plan. In formulating the TSM Plan for 
the Aquatic Park Center project, consideration should be given to the 
following components : 


Designation of a Transportation Coordinator for the proposed project, or 
in combination with the initial Aquatic Park Center Park buildings 
(located immediately east of the Durkee site). 


* Preferential parking for car- and vanpools, and for short-term parkers. 


* Provision of an informational kiosk or bulletin board in or near the 
ground floor lobby where brochures and other information about transit or 
ridesharing or other TSM programs would be available. Berkeley Trips, 
the local ridesharing agency, would provide information on programs to 
assist persons interested in taking transit or in joining a car~ or 
vanpool. 


- Designation of bicycle parking facility within the parking structure 
which is well lighted and covered by onsite security. Additional bicycle 
parking spaces should be provided adjacent to each of the project build- 
ings. 

° Space for motorcycles should be designated in the garage. Areas of the 


garage could be used for motorcycle access without displacing many auto- 
mobile spaces. 


(17) Improve the San Pablo/Ashby Avenue intersection to provide separate 
left turn phases for all approaches. 


(18) When warranted, install a traffic signal at the Ashby Avenue/Ninth 
Street intersection. 
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AIR QUALITY 
Setting 


The project site is located on the east shore of the San Francisco Bay, and 
is usually exposed to influxes of marine air from the west. Located within 
the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, the project area has a relatively low 
pollution potential due to prevailing westerly winds. 


Seasonal temperature variations are relatively small, with a mean winter 
temperature of 48 degrees Fahrenheit and a mean summer temperature of 63 
degrees Fahrenheit. The climate is characterized by moderately wet winters 
and dry summers. Anmual precipitation is 28 inches, with over 90 percent 
of the precipitation occurring during the months of November through April. 


Air quality standards have been set by the state and federal governments 
for ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide and particu- 
lates. For environmental impact document purposes, the applicable stand- 
ards have been defined by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAACMD) as the more stringent of the federal and state standards. 


The San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin has been designated by the U.S. 
Enviromental Protection Agency as a non-attainment area for ozone ard 
carbon monoxide, in that federal air quality standards for these pollutants 
have not been met. 


Ozone is a regional air quality problem which is most serious during the 
summer and fall months. Ozone is produced in the atmosphere as a result of 
Chemical reactions between hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides in the presence 
of sunlight. 


In contrast, carbon monoxide is a sub-regional problem which cccurs as a 
result of a combination of congested traffic conditions amd adverse meteor- 
ological conditions in which the carbon monoxide is trapped under an "in- 
version" layer (a cooler layer over a warmer layer of air which impedes 
dilution of pollutants). High levels of carbon monoxide typically occur 
during the winter months. 


The BAACMD routinely monitors air quality at Oakland, which is the station 
closest to the project site. Monitoring data from this station, as shown 
in Table 13, indicate that the state ozone standard has been exceeded in 
the last three years but that ozone levels have not exceeded the federal 
standard. The data also indicate that the one-hour and eight-hour carbon 
monoxide standards have not been exceeded within the past three years. 


There has been no violation of the state or federal sulfur dioxide stand- 
ards since 1976. The federal standard for nitrogen dioxide has not been 
exceeded in the Bay Area; and the state one-hour standard has been exceeded 
only once, in 1980, at San Jose. In 1985, the state standard for particu- 
lates was changed to focus on respirable particles. Air quality data 
relating to the new standard are not yet available. 


The major sources of air quality contaminants in the project area are from 
motor vehicles. 
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Table 13 


Maximum Ozone and Carbon Monoxide Concentrations 
Measured at BAAQMD Oakland Station, 1983-1985 


(parts per million) 


Ozone@ Carbon Monoxide 
BAAOQMD 
Station 1983 1984 1985 sta.) 1983 1984 1985 Std.c_ 
Oakland Ose 0.11 OReLZ 0.10 Mies 8.0 5.8 9 (8-hr) 
ti O na 9.0 20 (1-hr) 


4 Maximim hourly average value. 

B state standard (federal standard is 0.12 ppm). 

© State eight-hour standard; federal one-hour standard. 
NA = Not Available 


Source: BAAOMD 


Impacts 


Short-term air quality impacts would consist of construction activities 
associated with the proposed project. These include short-term dust gener- 
ation from construction work, slight hydrocarbon and odor emissions from 
building materials, and vehicular emissions from construction equipment. 
The short-term air quality impacts of the proposed project could last for 
up to eight months, the estimated time period of construction. Approxi- 
mately 48 tons of particulates would be generated during construction, 
based on an emission rate of 1.2 tons per month of construction, per acre 
(BAAQMD, 1985). Particulate emissions from construction would be minor in 
terms of quantity, but might present adverse health impacts due to poten- 
tial contamination of soils with caustic material (see Public Health 
Considerations section). 


Long-term regional (i.e. within the Bay Area Air Basin) air quality impacts 
would be que primarily to the increase in traffic. The traffic analysis 
determined that the proposed project would generate a total of roughly 
3,260 vehicle trips per day (Bankston, 1986). Table 14 shows the incre- 
mental increase in pollutant emissions due to project-generated traffic and 
compares these with 1990 Alameda County emissions, which are estimated 
based on regional emissions inventories developed by the BAAQMD. The 
figures indicate that the additional emissions due to the project would not 
cause a measurable degradation of regional air quality. 


Long-term sub-regional air quality impacts would consist of increases in 
carbon monoxide concentrations at critical intersections in the vicinity of 
the proposed project. Five critical intersections have been identified for 
the proposed project (see Transportation Section) as follows: San Pablo/ 
Ashby, Seventh/Ashby, Seventh/Anthony, Seventh/Heinz and Seventh/Dwight 
Way. 
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Table 14 


Estimated Total Emissions Generated by the 
Proposed Project in 1990 Due to Motor Vehicles 


(tons per day) 
1990 Emissions 1990 Alameda 

Pollutant With Project? County Emissions? 
Carbon monoxide 0.41 458 
Hydrocarbons 0.04 100 
Nitrogen oxides 0.04 “ 70 
Sulfur dioxide 0.01 16 
Total suspended 

particulates 0.08 125 


@ Assumes an average speed of 25 miles per hour, an average trip length of 
9.6 miles, and EMFAC6D factors. 
B BAACMD 


Source: Baseline Environmental Consulting 


Table 15 shows estimated worst-case carbon monoxide concentrations for 
these five critical intersections in 1990 with and without project imple- 
mentation. Calculations are based on methods developed by BAAQMD (1985). 


The results of the analysis indicate that the one-hour and eight-hour 
carbon monoxide standards will not be exceeded as a result of the proposed 
project, and that the proposed project would contribute a maximm of 0.7 
pom, or 7 percent, to 1990 baseline eight-hour worst case concentration at 
the intersection of Seventh and Anthony Streets. Neither the one-hour 
(federal) mor the eight-hour (state) standards would be exceeded as a 


result of the proposed project. Consequently, the impact of the project on 
sub-regional air quality would not be significant. 


Mitigation Measures © 


Mitigation measures for control of dust and hydrocarbon emissions during 
the period of project construction are as follows: 


° Execute an effective sprinkling program to reduce dust emissions. 


° Schedule major dust-generating activities for those periods when 
local winds are light. 


* Cover storage piles (dirt, construction refuse, etc.) adequately 
with plastic sheeting. 


* Minimize particulate and hydrocarbon emissions from motorized con- 
struction equipment through proper maintenance and operation. 


Since the proposed project will not have any significant long-term effects 


on regional or sub-regional air ae no specific mitigation measures 
are recommended. 


104 


ek 


Table 15 


Projected Carbon Monoxide Concentrations at 
Five Critical Intersections 
With and Without the Proposed Project@ 
(parts per million) 


Peak One-Hour Eight-Hour Worst 

Scenario Concentration? Case _Concentration© 
San Pablo/Ashby 

Without Project 11.9 Tk 

With Project 20 ee 
Seventh/Ashby 

Without Project 122 6.6 

With Project aiding 6.7 
Seventh/Anthony 

Without Project chet | 4.6 

With Project 9.3 5.3 
Seventh/Heinz 

Without Project 8.6 4.8 

With Project 9.0 Sad: 
Seventh/Dwight Way ? . 

Without Project 10.5 6.1 

With Project 11.0 6.5 


Applicable Standard 20.0 9.0 


& Based on methods developed by BAAQMD, 1985. 

B Assumes one-hour background concentration of 5.9 ppm. Ambient one-hour 
standard (federal) is 9 ppm. 

© Assumes eight-hour background concentration of 2.9 ppm. Ambient eight- 
hour standard (state) is 20 ppm. 


Source: Baseline Environmental Consulting 


& 


The 1982 Bay Area Air Quality Plan (ABAG, etal., 1982) was developed to 
attain the federal ozone and carbon monoxide standards in the Bay Area by 
1987. The plan focuses on strategies for reducing hydrocarbon emissions 
from mobile and stationary sources in order to reduce ozone levels. Stra- 
tegies to reduce carbon monoxide emissions from mobile sources are also 
included. 


In order to be consistent with regional air quality goals, the developer 
should be encouraged to promote transit use, carpools, flexible work sched- 
ules, and alternative means of commiting such as bicycling and pedestrian 
facilities (see Transportation Mitigation Measures, pp. 98 to 101). 
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NOISE 


Setting 


The noise environment at the project site and in the larger study area is 
generated primarily by vehicular traffic on the street network. Passenger 
trains on the Southern Pacific track also contribute to the noise 
enviroment at the western side of the site. 


To quantify noise levels at the project site, noise levels were measured 
during the afternoon of March 24, 1986. The noise levels were measured at 
four locations shown on Figure 29. In addition, the figure shows the 
average sound levels recorded during each measurement. At location 1, 

distant traffic and a truck passing the site were the primary noise 
sources. In addition, a forklift and machine shop at the Bay Export 
Services building also contributed. At location 2, the major noise sources 
were cars on Heinz Street. Noise from a nearby loading dock also contri- 
buted to a lesser degree. At location 3, truck traffic on Seventh Street 
was the dominant noise source. Buses and automobiles contributed to a 
lesser degree. At location 4, automobile traffic on Anthony Street was the 
dominant noise source. A forklift in a nearby warehouse was also heard but 
was not a significant contributor. The data are summarized in Table 16. 


It should be noted that no trains passed the site during the noise 
measurement survey. Based on recent train noise measurements conducted by 
the acoustical consultant in other commmities, it can be estimated that 
the trains generate a maximum sound level of about 85 dBA, 100 feet from 
the tracks as they pass the site. 


Table 16 


Summary of 15-Mimute Noise Measurements 


Location Ting Se Le bie @ Lio we bsouss Looweleo 


1) 5th Street at the'site's 3:20 m 61 68 64 60 59 58 
south property line 


2) Sth Street at the site's 3:45 pm 59 67 61 57 55 54 


north property line 
25 feet from Heinz 


Street centerline 


3) 35 feet from 7th Street 4:30 pm fal 80 74 68 64 62 
centerline near Heinz 


4) Anthony Street at 5:00 pm 64 74 65 58 55 54 
5th Street 


5 leq 7 The average A-weighted sound levels. 
DL - The A-weighted sound level exceeded x percent of the measurement 
period. 


Source: Charles M. Salter Associates 
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FIGURE 29 LOCATIONS OF NOISE MEASUREMENTS 


\ 
ee 
: \ 
‘ za PROJECT SITE \ 


® NOISE MEASUREMENT LOCATION 


MEASURED A-WEIGHTED AVERAGE SOUND LEVEL (dB) 
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107 


Impacts 


The potential noise impacts associated with the development fall into three 
categories: 


° The compatibility of the proposed uses with the noise environment; 


* Increases in environmental noise in the larger study area resulting 
from increased vehicular traffic; and 


* Noise impacts on adjoining land uses during construction. 


Noise and Land Use Compatibility. The compatibility of proposed develop- 
ments is assessed by comparing onsite noise levels with the Noise and Lard 
Use Compatibility Guidelines in the Noise Element of the city Master Plan. 
The Noise Element's Land Use Compatibility Guidelines are in terms of the 
24-hour day/night average noise level (Iy,) or Commmity Noise Equivalent 
Level (CNEL). These are both 24-hour averages with the nighttime noise 
weighted to account for people's heightened sensitivity to noise at night. 
Office buildings, business, commercial and professional buildings are shown 
as normally acceptable in noise environments up to an Ig, or CNEL of 70 GB. 
A normally acceptable noise environment is defined as one in which the 
"specified land use is satisfactory based upon the assumption that any 
buildings involved are of normal conventional construction without arly 
special noise insulation requirements." Based on the noise measurements 
discussed in the Setting section and a review of the vehicular traffic and 
train traffic data, it is estimated that the Ly, onsite ranges from 60-65 
aBy Sei. therefore falls in the normally acceptable category of the City's 
Noise and Land Use Compatibility Guidelines. 


The noise from the four passenger trains which pass the site daily does not 
generate a 24-hour average noise level of concern. The single event noise 
levels estimated for the individual train passbys would also be controlled 
by a typical office building construction. This kind of construction would 
be estimated to reduce noise levels about 30 dBA, resulting in interior 
maximm levels of 55-60 dBA as trains pass the site. A significant in- 
crease in train traffic and the addition of large freight trains, or any 
changes which require the trains to blow their horns as they pass the site, 
could change this analysis. The project architects for the new office 
building, proposed under both alternatives along the western bourdary, 
should analyze their building construction to insure that train noise will 
be adequately controlled. 


Traffic Noise Impacts The changes in traffic noise levels in the 

area were assessed based on projections of traffic growth developed for 
this project.‘ The traffic increases would be similar for both scenarios. 
With the exception of Anthony Street, traffic noise levels are calculated 
to increase by one decibel or less for projected traffic volumes including 
both the project-generated traffic and cumilative growth in the area. A 
one dB increase would not be noticeable and would have no impact on the 
noise environment. 


‘Kenneth M. Bankston Associates, written commmication, April 15, 1986. 
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Along Anthony Street, traffic noise levels are calculated to increase about 
nine dB resulting from the combination of the project-generated traffic and 
cumulative development. A nine dB increase is nearly a doubling in loud- 
ness and would be a noticeable increase in noise levels along the street. 
Existing uses which would be affected by this increase are not considered 
noise sensitive. Therefore, while there would be a significant increase in 
noise, no adverse comminity response is anticipated from this increase. 
Furthermore, the resulting 24-hour average noise level along Anthony Street 
resulting from this traffic is calculated to be 60-65 GB. ‘The noise en- 
vironment would therefore contimue to be normally acceptable for the sur- 


rounding land uses. 


Construction Noise Impacts. During construction, noise levels onsite and 
at buildings directly across from the construction would increase temporar= 
ily. Construction noise in Berkeley is regulated by the City's Ordinance 
No. 5500. Construction noise levels in conformance with the ordinance are 
not envisioned as adversely affecting adjoining land uses. 


Mitigation Measures 


While standard office construction should adequately control train noise 
affecting the proposed office building on the western side of the site, it 
is recommended that the buildings' design be reviewed by a qualified acous- 
tical engineer. Maximm noise levels generated by individual train passbys 
should not exceed 60 GBA in general offices and 55 GBA in private offices 
to minimize speech and activity interference. 


Construction/demolition noise is regulated by the City of Berkeley's Noise 
Ordinance as follows: 


Operating or causing the operation of any tools or equipment 
used in construction, drilling, repair, alteration or demoli- 
tion work between the weekday hours of 7:00 pm and 7:00 am, or 
8:00 pm and 9:00 am on weekends or holidays such that the 
sound therefrom creates a noise disturbance across a residen- 
tial or commercial real property line [is prohibited] except 
for emergency work of public service utilities or by variance 
issued by the noise control officer. 


Where technically and economically feasible, construction 
activity shall be conducted in such a manner that the maximm 
sound levels at affected properties will not exceed those 
listed in the following schedule: 


Mobile equipment—-maximm sound levels for non-scheduled in- 
termittent short-term operation (less than 10 days) of mobile 
equipment—-commercial, industrial: 85 d@BA daily, 7:00 am to 
7:00 pm; 70 GBA weekends, 9:00 am to 8:00 pm ard legal holi-~ 


days; and 
Stationary equipment—-maximm sound levels for repetitively 


scheduled and relatively long-term operation periods of 10 
days or more, stationary equipment-—-commercial, industrial: 70 
GBA daily, 7:00 am to 7:00 pm; 60 GBA weekends, 9:00 am to 


8:00 pm and legal holidays. 
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SOILS AND GEOLOGY 


Setting 


The project site is underlain by relatively young sediments that have 
originated from the Berkeley Hills. Material from the hills have been 
carried down toward the San Francisco Bay by local streams. The sediments 
are part of the Temescal Formation. This formation typically consists of 
silt, clay, sand amd gravel that are either mixed together or appear 
separate as interfingering lenses. The near-surface sediments at the 
southeastern corner of the project site may consist predominantly of 
coarser sediments, such as sands and gravels, since that part of the site 
once accommodated the old Potter Creek anda small tributary to Potter 
Creek. 


Geologic exploratory work has been conducted on the project site for found- 
ation design purposes (Peter Kaldveer and Associates, Inc., 1984 and 1985). 
In addition, subsurface work has been completed (Harding Lawson Associates, 
1985, and Engineering-Science, 1985 and 1986) to investigate soil and 
groundwater contamination caused by previous amd possibly current lard 
uses 


In connection with the foundation studies, a total of ten soil borings were 
completed to depths up to 51.5 feet on the site (Peter Kaldveer and Asso- 
ciates, 1985). Most of these borings were completed on the southern half 
of the project site. The information obtained from the exploratory borings 
indicate that a major portion of the project site is underlain by 2.5 to 5 
feet of fill material. The fill material consists of very loose to dense 
silty and clayey sand with various amounts of gravel and clay. 


The subsurface work conducted by Engineering-Science (1986) also indicates 
that part of the site is underlain by artificial fill. It is not known 
either when the fill was placed on the project site, or the source and 
quality of the fill. 


Underlying the fill, and in some places appearing at the ground surface, is 
hard silty clay. Clays are fine-grained sediments through which water 
permeates very slowly, if at all. Asa result, where there is no fill on 
the site, ponding occur following rain storms. The fine-grained sediments 
extend down to 35 feet in some of the exploratory borings completed (Peter 
Kaldveer and Associates, 1985). Within the clay layer were found some 
isolated lenses of silty sand and sandy silt. Underlying the predominantly 
clayey material, alternating layers of sand and silty clay was identified. 


The site is located in a seismically active region, where earthquakes are 
expected to occur along any of the region's active faults. The active 
faults near the project site include the San Andreas, the Hayward, and the 
Calaveras faults, located 15 miles to the west, three miles to the east, 
and 13 miles to the east, respectively. It is estimated that these faults 
are capable of producing earthquakes of Richter magnitude 8.3 (San Andreas) 
and 7.5 (Hayward and Calaveras) (Greensfelder, 1974). 
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There are no known active faults traversing the project site. ‘The site is 
not located within any Alquist Priolo Special Study Zone -- zone defined by 
the legislature as a quarter-mile strip following the trace of any active 
fault. Construction within this zone is subject to special geotechnical 
study requirements and buildings destined for human occupancy are pro- 
hibited within 50 feet of the trace of the known active fault. 


Impacts 


Implementation of the proposed project would not in itself impact the 
geological environment on the site. However, the site conditions could 
impose constraints on the construction of the project. 


The exploratory soils investigation (Peter Kaldveer and Associates, 1985) 
indicates that the fill on the site may not be of sufficient strength to 
support the proposed structures. In addition, the native soils underlying 
the fill are slightly compressible, and exhibit moderate to high expansion 
potential. Compressibility and expansion potential of soils underlying a 
project site could result in damage to foundations, underground utilities, 
and pavements. 


In the event of an earthquake along any of the region's active faults, the 
site could be subject to groundshaking. Groundshaking could result in 
damage to structures and underground utilities. 


An evaluation of the existing onsite structures to determine the extent to 
which they could-be made sound for reuse and the costs of doing so was 
conducted by a structural engineer under contract to Wareham Development 
(Peter Culley & Associates, 1986). A second opinion was obtained by the 
authors of this report which essentially confirmed the findings of the 
first evaluation (GFDS Engineers, 1986). 


Mitigation Measures 


The foundation feasibility investigation (Peter Kaldveer and Associates, 
1985) recommends that the existing fill on the site be removed and reworked 
prior to constructing buildings on the site. If the existing fill is to be 
reused on the site, soil samples should be collected from the fill ara 
analyzed in the laboratory for contamination; recommended constituents to 
be analyzed for include total hydrocarbons, oil and grease, nickel, PH, and 
any constituents of the.detergents used by the East Bay Wash Rack operation 
that may render the soils hazardous. If the soils exhibit constituents in 
concentrations that would render the soils hazardous, they should not be 
used for fill on the site, but should be disposed of properly. 


All proposed structures and the existing structures proposed to be reno- 
vated for future use should be designed to accommodate groundshaking re- 
sulting from the maximm credible earthquake. The maximm credible 
earthquake is the maximm earthquake that is likely to occur during the 
life of a proposed project. 
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HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
Setting 


Surface Drainage. During rainfall, part of the run-off from the site flows 
into city storm sewers ard part ponds on the site. 


It is the site's uneven surface and the impermeability of the soils on some 
parts of the site which cause ponding to occur; the ponds remain on the 
site until the ponded water evaporates. 


The quality of the existing surface run-off is unknown. However, based on 
a reconnaissance of the project site, it is thought likely that the surface 
run-off from the site may contain various deleterious substances as a 
result of contact with materials left on the site from previous land uses. 


At the southwestern corner of the site, where ponding occurs after rain- 
storms, liquid has been sampled to evaluate the potential hazardous nature 
of the material. The water pording in this area is a black caustic liquid 
(as discussed in the Public Health Considerations Section of this report); 
the liquid has been determined to be hazardous due to an excessively high 
PH level. However, it is likely that the ponded liquid is not representa- 
tive of the overall surface water quality at the site, since the source of 
the caustic liquid may be a combination of mm-off and subsurface seepage. 


Storm sewers are located along Heinz Averme (a 10-inch line), and along 
Fifth Street (a 1Z-inch line). During past rainfalls the storm sewers have 
been capable of handling all rmm-off without causing overflow or flooding 
in the area (Nall, 1986). | 


Groundwater. Groundwater underlying the site has been identified 
foundation investigations (Peter Kaldveer and Associates, 1985) and site 
Characterization work (Engineering-Science, 1985 and 1986). 


In soil borings and monitoring wells, groundwater was found at depths of 
about 10 feet, depending on the time of year that the investigations were 
conducted. It is expected that seasonal variation in groundwater eleva- 
tions could amount to a couple of feet. 


There are no data indicating the direction of groundwater flow. However, 
it would be expected that the groundwater flow direction would be toward 
San Francisco Bay to the west of the site. 


The groundwater is contained within the clayey sediments found underlying 
the site. The clayey sediments (see section on Soils and Geology) contain 
lenses of silty sands and sandy silts, and the groundwater may be primarily 
contained within these lenses. During the foundation investigation, it was 
noted (Peter Kaldveer and Associates, 1985) that once groundwater had been 
encountered at a certain depth, it would rise a couple of feet. This 
indicates that groundwater under the site might be under confined or semi- 


During the work performed on the site to identify the extent of soil 
contamination, trenches and test pits were dug, particularly in the area 
occupied by the East Bay Wash Rack. During that work, water was en- 
countered at shallow depths in the soil column west of the wash rack 
facility. It is unlikely that the water found at shallow depths is the 
actual groundwater table; rather, it may be associated with subsurface 
seepage from the wash rack operation. 


The wash water drains into an underground pipe toward a wastewater sunp. 
The integrity of the pipe is unknowm; if the pipe were of questionable 
integrity it may be the source of water found at shallow depths in the test 
pits and trenches dug west of the wash rack. In addition, seepage from 
leaking underground pipes may also contribute to the liquid ponding in the 
southwestern corner of the site. 


Two groundwater monitoring wells were installed on the project site. The 
wells were installed to ascertain the groundwater quality (Engineering- 
Science, 1986). The groundwater was sampled from the wells and analyzed 
for diesel fuel and pH. No diesel was identified above the detection limit 
(0.05 mg/L), and the pH ranged from 6.95 to 6.80, which is close to the 
neutral pH level of seven. Other pollutants have not been tested. 


Impacts 


Surface Drainage. Implementation of the proposed project or any of its 
alternatives would involve the construction of buildings and paved areas, 
which would result in the creation of impermeable surfaces. Impermeable 
surfaces generally increase the amount of run-off from a particular site 
when compared with the undeveloped conditions at the site. 


A major portion of the project site is currently paved, and on the unpaved 
portions, water frequently ponds during and immediately following rain 
storms. Thus, the increase in mm-off from development of the site 

to existing conditions is expected to be minimal. The City vot 
Berkeley (Nall, 1986) does not perceive the development of the project site 
to result in a strain on the capacity of the existing storm sewers carrying 
storm runoff from the, site. 


The quality of run-off from the project site could be improved over exist=- 
ing conditions, if the proposed project were implemented. Removal of 
various substances currently on the ground of the Site, elimination of the 
wash rack facility, and removal of existing fill material could result in 
the generation of surface run-off qualities from the site similar to the 
quality of typical urban rmm-off. 


Groundwater. The project site would not in itself impact the groundwater 
regime. No structures have been proposed that would extend to the depths 
of the groundwater. 


Implementing the project would result in the removal of existing land uses 


and equipment used in previous land uses that may be the sources of ground- 
water contamination. 
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Mitigation Measures 


It is recommended that additional samples be collected from the existing 
groundwater monitoring wells in order to fully characterize the quality of 
the groundwater underlying the project site. These samples should be 
analyzed for nickel and any constituents used in the East Bay Wash Rack 
operation that may be deleterious to the quality of the water (the consti- 
tuents of the detergents used to wash the trucks are not known at this 
time). The analytical results of the groundwater sampling event should be 
submitted to the City of Berkeley Department of Fnvirommental Health ard to 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region. 


PUBLIC HEALTH CONSIDERATIONS 
Setting 


The site has been occupied in the past by industrial land uses (see pp. 11- 
12 for detailed description). At other locations, these land uses have 
resulted in contamination of soils and possibly surface water and ground- 
water. 


Because of recent heightened awareness of toxic materials and their poten- 
tial for affecting the public health, a mmber of laws and regulations have 
been enacted on the federal, state, and local levels which 
evaluation of the ‘possibility of past land uses to affect the current 
health and safety of citizens. These laws and regulations give authority 
to the regulators to require characterization of contaminant levels on a 
specific site, as well as clean-up of those contaminants such thata site 
does not pose a threat to the public health and the environment. 


A significant amount of work was completed in 1985 and early 1986 to ascer- 
tain the types of materials/chemicals that were used in the past on the 
project site. On the basis of that information, clean-up activities of 
hazardous materials stored on the site have taken place. In order to 
assess the public health impacts associated with the project site it is 
necessary to identify the potential sources on the site of contaminants 
that may pose a threat to the public health, identify whether those sources 
have been eliminated and, if not, what the public health ramifications my 
be for the future use of the site. 


Past Land Uses on the Project Site. Durkee Famous Foods manufactured 
household foods and vegetable oil on the site properties from about 1916 
until about 1975. Production of vegetable oils continued umder Agricom 
International and Agricom Oilseeds Inc. (Agricam), which owned the proper- 
ties from October 1976 until January 1985. Both properties comprising the 
site were sold in Jamuary 1985 for potential future commercial development. 


Since 1983, the 700 Heinz Averme property has been leased by the East Bay 


Wash Rack, Inc. (EBWRT) for truck tank washing operations. The EBWRI lease 
is due to expire in June 1986, at which time they will leave the site. 
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Actions by Regulatory Agencies. In July 1985, the Environmental Health 


Division of the City of Berkeley, Department of Health and Human Services, 
identified a black-colored, caustic, oily liquid in the drainage area 
located on the SP right-of-way, near the southwestern corner of the site 
(see Figure 30). A laboratory analysis of the liquid indicated a PH value 
in excess of 12.5. Any material exhibiting a pH over 12.5 is classified as 
hazardous by Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 30, Article 11 of the California 
Administrative Code. 


The identification of hazardous materials within the sP right-of-way initi- 
ated a complete inspection of the project site by the City of Berkeley. 
The city inspection found mumerous waste products stored in various con- 
tainers, spillage on the ground of unidentified liquids, and unsecured 
aboveground vaults. 


The city subsequently contacted the Califomia Department of Health 
Services (DOHS), as well as the City of Berkeley Fire Marshal and Chief of 
Codes and Inspection to assist in further investigation of the site. The 
State issued an Order to Post and Fence the area (July 29, 1985); and the 
City of Berkeley issued an Abatement Order (July 30, 1985), pursuant to the 
State's Post and Fence order (Berkeley file, 1986). 


The abatement order required, among other items, that demolition of struc- 
tures be delayed until the site could be characterized for contaminants and 
a remedial action plan developed; that the contents of any underground 
tanks be identified and evacuated; and that a 24-hour guard be maintained 
on the property. ~~~ 


The DOHS developed a partial inventory of waste products of the 2900 Fifth 
Street property and sampled the black liquid. A Determination of Inminent 
or Substantial Endangerment and Remedial Action Order (August 1985) was 
then issued by DOHS. ‘The order required remedial actions to remove the 
black liquid near the southwestern corner of the site; Clean-up of identi- 
fied waste products found on the 2900 Fifth Street property; a detailed 
Site characterization of the 2900 Fifth Street property; and an investiga- 
tion into the source of the black liquid seepage and ponding. 


In response to the regulatory orders, the black liquid pond was removed 
from the SP drainage area in September 1985 and the area fenced (Dahldorff, 
1986). However, two weeks after removal of the liquid, black liquid seep- 
age reappeared in the.same location. Consultants were retained by the 
property owner and by EBWRI to conduct site characterization studies, in 
compliance with the DOHS order; amd clean-up of the 2900 Fifth Street 
property was initiated. Black liquid continues to pond in the sP right-of- 
way particularly following heavy rainfall. 


Work Performed to Identify Site Contamination. In response to the order 


from the DOHS, extensive sampling of waste products remaining on the 
project site from past land use, surface and subsurface soils, surface 
water ponding areas, amd groundwater has been conducted (Engineering- 
Science, 1985 and 1986). 
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FIGURE 30 POTENTIAL SOURCES OF 
CONTAMINATION ON PROJECT SITE 
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AS a result of the sampling activities, waste products identified in the 
DOHS _inventory were removed from the 2900 Fifth Street property. Soil 
samplings indicated that the soils were contaminated with oil and grease. 
The extent of this contamination has not been determined to date. 


Groundwater samples were collected from two monitoring wells (for location, 
see Figure 30). The groundwater samples were analyzed for diesel and pH. 
The groundwater did not show evidence of contamination. 


The remaining potential sources of contamination on the site fram past 
activities include (see also Figure 30): 
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2900 Fifth Street Property (Eastern portion of site) 
Underground diesel fuel storage vault. 


Underground storage vault for caustic material. 
Underground piping systems that may contain residual oil. 


55-gallon drums storing various waste products, including nickel 
catalysts. 


Building demolition debris containing friable asbestos. 


700 Heinz Avenue Property (Western portion of site) 


Underground chemical storage tank containing liquids removed from 
tank trucks that are being washed at the EBWRI. The storage tank 
receives liquid mixtures of phenols, metals, ammonia sulfide, 
solvents, and caustics. The tank is evacuated every three months 
by a registered hazardous waste hauler. 


A drainage sump receiving liquids from the current wash rack opera- 
tions. 


A pond containing black caustic liquid near the southwestern corner 
of the site. 


Underground piping systems conveying effluents from the wash rack 
operation to the drainage sump. 


Aboveground storage tanks for chemicals used in the wash rack 
operations. The chemicals used in the operation include caustics, 
methylene chloride, hydrofluoric and sulfuric acids, and alumimm 
brighteners. 


Abandoned sunps, aboveground storage tanks, underground piping, and 
possibly underground tanks at unknown locations from previous land 
uses. 


Impacts 


The public health impacts associated with the proposed project relate to 
the contaminants remaining on the project site from past lard uses, 
including the EBWRI operations, and the potential impacts associated with 
future tenants that may occupy the site and either generate, handle or 
store hazardous materials. 
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Health Impacts from Past Land Uses. Prior. to any construction activities 
on the project site, portions of the existing structures and debris left 
on the site would be removed as part of site preparation work. Major 
health impacts could be associated with site preparation, and thus the 
health and safety of construction workers. 


Caustic Materials. Demolition and construction workers could 
adversely impacted during site preparation by caustic materials remaining 
in underground sumps, tanks and piping; from soils contaminated by caustics 
as a result of past spills or leaks; and from any site preparation work in 
the area now occupied by EBWRI. 


Caustic materials are corrosive and can cause burning of eyes and skin upon 
comtact. Inhalation and swallowing of caustic materials can be harmful and 
should be avoided. 


Asbestos. When demolition, building, or renovation activities disturb 
asbestos-contaminated material, asbestos fibers are released. 


Asbestos fibers are carcinogenic, entering the body through inhalation or 
ingestion of asbestos-contaminated dusts. Exposure to asbestos fibers can 
lead to asbestosis, or cancers of the lung, abdominal lining (mesotheli- 
oma), or gastrointestinal tract. 


Oil and Grease. There are fire hazards during demolition activities 
from storage tanks and piping which have not been adequately decontaminated 
and contain residual oil. 


The specific constituents in the material classified as oil and grease are 
not known. Therefore the specific health hazards associated with the 
presence of oil amd grease cannot be assessed. If the oil amd grease 
identified in the soils on the 2900 Fifth Street property originate only 
from vegetable oil, they would pose no human hazard. 


Unknown Chemicals. There may be contamination of the soil ard 
groundwater from possible leakage of the underground chemical storage tank 
Operated by EBWRI. No monitoring has been performed to ascertain whether 
any leakage has occurred. ‘The composition of the chemicals contained in 
the tank is unknown at this time. 


Health Impacts Associated with Future Land Uses. Any future land uses 


which involve the generation, use or storage of hazardous materials, such 
as semiconductor or biotechnology firms, may have public health impacts. 
These would relate to accidental releases of contaminants into the air or 
water, spillage, fire and explosion from flammable materials, and leakage 
from underground storage tanks. 


However, firms engaged in R&D or mamufacturing activities which use 
hazardous materials are subject to state and local regulations and over- 
sight intended to minimize risks associated with the use of such sub- 
stances. The industrial use of substances classified as hazardous material 
does not in and of itself constitute an adverse impact. 
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Mitigation Measures -—- Past Iand Uses and Hazardous Materials 


Mitigation measures are recommended for the 2900 Fifth Street and the 700 
Heinz Avenue properties as follows: 


2900 Fifth Street Property (Eastern portion of site) 


A health and safety plan shall be prepared prior to demolition activities 
to ensure that workers wear proper personal protective gear to prevent skin 
contact with caustic materials and to prevent inhalation of air-borne 
asbestos. 


Removal of any asbestos-containing material shall be performed by qualified 
personnel specially trained in asbestos removal. 


Underground piping, tanks and sumps which may contain residual oil = shall 
be decontaminated prior to further demolition activities, to prevent fires. 


A closure plan for addressing these abandoned facilities should be prepared 
providing a detailed description of the techniques to be used. The plan 
should be submitted to the City of Berkeley for approval prior to commence- 
ment of cleanup activities. 


Any oil and grease discovered onsite shall be analyzed to verify that they 
are of vegetable oil origin. 


700 Heinz Avenue Property (Western portion of site) 


Soil sampling shall be performed to determine whether there has been any 
leakage from the chemical storage tank. 


A site characterization study of the property shall be conducted, prior to 
demolition activities, to ascertain the following: 


Inventory all 55-gallon drums, aboveground tanks, underground 
tanks, and sumps and determine whether contents are hazardous; 


Identify proper disposal and decontamination methods for inventor- 
ied storage containers/tanks, associated piping, and drainage sys- 
tem, to minimize personnel exposure to hazardous materials amd to 
reduce fire hazards; 


° A closure plan should be prepared and approved for this cleanup 
work. 


° Identify the existence, location and contents of underground stor- 
age tanks from previous land uses; 


Register the underground chemical storage tank with the City of 
Berkeley in accordance with Subchapter 16 of Title 23 of the 
California Administrative Code (a variety of requirements such as 
leak monitoring are included within Subchapter 16). 


Develop a worker health and safety plan for demolition activities, 
to minimize potential of exposure to hazardous materials. 
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Further site characterization of the 700 Heinz Averme parcel should be 
performed after grading, to ascertain whether there has been contamination 
of the native soil underlying the fill material covering part of the site. 
The native soils may be contaminated with caustic chemicals, fuel hydro- 
carbons, oil and grease, or other toxic substances identified in the preli- 
minary inventory of waste products. 


If contamination of the native soil is identified in concentrations that 
would render the soils hazardous, remedial action plans should be prepared 
and submitted to the City of Berkeley, the Department of Health Services 
and the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Remedial efforts could 
involve the excavation of any soils found to be hazardous and the disposal 
of the excavated material ina Class I site. It should be noted that 
conditional project approval would be given at the Use Permit stage with 
final approval by these agencies required prior to issuance of building 
permit (except for demolition or excavation permits). 


Mitigation Measures — Future Iand Uses and Hazardous Materials. Mitiga- 
tion measures for proposed land uses that would involve the generation, use 
or storage of hazardous materials depend on whether the future occupant (s) 
of the developed site can be identified. 


In the case where potential future tenants are known ard hazardous mater- 
ials may be an integral part of the tenant's operation, then: 


An occupancy classification study should be performed prior to construc- 
tion. The study should identify the chemicals, their toxicities, quanti- 
ties, fire and explosion hazards, and special storage, handling, and trans- 
portation precautions. Identified special requirements for storage and 
building facilities should be established as preconditions for obtaining 
building and fire permits. 
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PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES 
Fire Protection. 


Existing Setting. The Berkeley Fire Department has seven stations includ- 
ing seven engine companies, two truck companies and two ambulances. ‘The 
initial station responding to calls from the proposed project is Station 1 
located at the corner of 8th Street and Dwight Way. This station is 
staffed by one engine company of three firefighters. The second station to 
respond would be Station 6 located at 9th Street and Cedar Street, which 
has the same staffing level and equipment as Station 1. Station 5 at 
Shattuck Avenue and Derby Street includes one engine company and an addi- 
tional truck company and ambulance, with eight total personnel. This 
station would be the third engine company normally utilized in case of 
fires at the site. 


Response time to the site would average three minutes for the first engine 
company and five minutes for subsequent companies. 


Four fire hydrants are located near the project site: one is near the 
intersection of Anthony Street and 5th Street and the other three, along 
Heinz Avenue, generally west of where 5th Street would intersect Heinz 
Avemue if it were a through street. Water Supply lines to these hydrants 
are all at least six-inches in diameter, with lines located along Anthony 
Street and the westerly end of Heinz Avenue being eight-inches in diameter. 


Impacts. According to staff at the Fire Department, sufficient personnel, 
vehicles and other equipment are in place to handle the level of develop 
ment proposed for the site, given implementation of the mitigation measures 
set forth below. Those mitigations stem from two general impacts which 
could otherwise be created: access difficulties for fire suppression 
vehicles and equipment, and availability of water supply. No extraordinary 
concerns would arise from construction of a low- to mid-rise office devel- 
opment of this type or renovation of an existing structure like the Durkee 


No additional costs are foreseen by the Department resulting from the pro- 
posed project. 


Mitigation Measures. The Fire Department recommends several mitigation 
measures to reduce fire hazards and minimize demand for the Department's 
services. The primary source for the Department's recommended and i 
mitigation measures is the Unified Fire Code (1979 edition) used by the 
City of Berkeley on all new developments. 


Access Mitigation Measures (Uniform Fire Code, Section 10.207). One 


of the most critical design features of a project is access for vehicles 
and equipment. The roadways providing access to the site must all be at 
least twenty feet wide, assuming no parking is allowed, and wider if park- 
ing is allowed on one side. In addition, several characteristics of these 
roadways are specified in the Code such as strength of paving materials. 
Secondly, the roadways must reach within 150 feet of all portions of the 
exterior walls of project buildings. Where this requirement cannot be met, 
other approved fire protection systems would have to be provided. 


ize 


Water Supply (Uniform Fire Code, Section 10.301). Water supply of a 


determined fire flow volume must be available and put in place prior to 
construction of project buildings. Calculating the required fire flow 
volume for the site is to be done in accordance with a publication of the 
Insurance Services Office, the "Guide to Determination of Required Fire 
Flow (1974 Edition). 


Review of the site plan for the proposed project by the Department's Acting 
Fire Marshall allows several preliminary recommendations regarding water 
Supply, though refinement of the project program, site plan and construc- 
tion materials would be necessary before any final determinations could be 
made. In summary, capital improvements recommended to be constructed at 
the project sponsor's expense include the following: ; 


1. The eight-inch water main which exists along Anthony Street and 
which extends part of the way north along 5th Street should be 
extended north to Heinz Avemme. This water main should be eight 
inches in diameter and should have a hydrant placed somewhere 
between its current termination on 5th Street and its new connec- 
tion to the main at Heinz Averme. 


2. A portion of the Heinz Avenue main (just west of the point where 
the recommended extension of the 5th Aveme main would connect) is 
presently six inches in diameter. This section should be upgraded 
to eight inches. 


3. In order to satisfy code requirements, the new west office building 
would require a lateral eight-inch line be brought south from the 
Heinz Avenue line and a hydrant located near the building. 


Other Mitigation Measures. The City of Berkeley has an ongoing 
development review process which will involve representatives of the Fire 
Department in approval of various permits necessary for completion of the 
project amd occupation of the buildings. At this time, their only other 
recommendation is that the applicant install fire alarm and sprinkler 
systems throughout project buildings. 


Police Services 


Existing Setting. The Berkeley Police Department provides police services 
to the site. 


impacts. Development of the site for more intensive uses is expected to 
have an incremental effect on the demand for police services in the area. 
Additionally, site specific concerns for surveillance and protection may 
arise during detailed review of the plans by the Police Department (Crime 
Prevention Unit). However, as of this writing, the Police Department has 
not completed its review, nor has it articulated any special concerns. 


Mitigation Measures. The Police Department should complete its review of 
the project plans and recommended any modifications or additions to the 
project which would reduce demand for police services and serve to prevent 
crime at the site. At present, and until the Police Department completes 
its review, more specific mitigation measures cannot be recommended. 
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Sewage Collection and Treatment 


Existing Setting. The City of Berkeley provides sanitary sewage collection 
services and conveys effluent for treatment to the East Bay Municipal 
Utility District (EBMUD) Interceptor Trunk Line which runs along Third 
Street. The treatment plant currently operates at over 70 million gallons 
daily with an estimated capacity of 120 million gallons daily. 


Near the project site, there is a 10-inch sewer main along Heinz Avenue 
with some available capacity. 


A study examining the extent of stormwater inflow/infiltration into waste- 
water lines throughout the East Bay has been under way for several years 
and is nearing completion. The results of this analysis indicate that 
infiltration of stormwater into sewer lines does occur in substantial 
volumes during wet weather. When this occurs, the treatment plant can 
become overloaded. Remedial measures focusing on repairing old or inade- 
quate facilities have been specified and work will begin in the near future 
to implement these measures (Lotter, 1986). 


impacts. The proposed project could connect to the 10-inch sewer main 
along Heinz Avenue and then to a 27-inch interceptor line just to the west 
of the railroad right-of-way. Both of these lines have capacity available 
to collect wastewater from the development proposed at the site. 


The small amount of additional wastewater flow generated by the proposed 
project would not cause any significant adverse impact on the EBMUD treat- 
ment plant, though it would contribute to the eventual need to add capacity 
if demand increases in this area. 


Mitigation Measures. The City of Berkeley does not currently impose a 
connection fee for new developments, though the Department of Public Works 
is developing a method for charging new hookups to the city's system. Ifa 
connection fee is adopted by the City prior to the time of the project's 
hook-up, the applicant should be required to pay the adopted amount. The 
City does, however, require permit and inspection fees. 


The East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) levies a one-time wastewa- 
ter capacity fee based on the estimated wastewater flow of the individual 
site as well as an ongoing usage fee also based on the metered water 
supply. . 


If the wastewater generated by the proposed project were to exceed the 
capacity of the 10-inch sewer main located on Heinz Avenue, the applicant 
would be responsible for expanding capacity as determined by the Gity. of 
Berkeley Department of Public Works. 


Storm Drainage 
Existing Setting. Stormwater runoff from the site is collected in catch 


basins and and carried through a 24-inch line which is located along Heinz 
Avemue. Staff report no known problems with drainage of the site. 
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Impacts. The existing 24-inch line should be adequate to handle the volume 
of runoff which would be expected with the proposed project. The fact that 
the site has for some time been overlaid almost completely with impermeable 
surface area suggests that the runoff which would result from the proposed 
site plan could be less than was the case in recent years (but prior to 
recent demolition). The open space and other landscaped areas would allow 
some precipitation to percolate back into the grourd. ¢ 


Mitigation Measures. As with connection for sewage collection and treat- 
ment, the city has no connection fee, but does impose permit and engineer- 
ing inspection fees. 


Water Supply 


Existing Setting. The East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) supplies 
the site with water via transmission lines on Heinz Averme and Fifth 
Street. On Heinz Avenue there is a six-inch line (installed in 1917) from 
Seventh Street toa point just west of where the extension Fifth Street 
would intersect Heinz Avenue; at that point an eight-inch line (1926) takes 
over, continues to the end of Heinz and turns north. Water supply from 
Fifth Street (north of Anthony Street) is provided in an eight-inch line 
(installed in 1959). The trunk line from which local lines stem is a 36- 
inch main located along Seventh Street. 


The total fire flow water volume which could be provided in the vicinity of 
the site (corner of Fifth and Anthony Streets) is 5,200 gallons per minute 


(GPM). Existing hydrants in the area are capable of providing up to 1,750 
GPM each. 


In addition to requiring provision by the project sponsor of new lateral 
lines and hydrants, the District currently levies two charges against new 
development like the proposed project. A one-time System Capacity Charge 
has been implemented to defray the costs associated with large-scale facil- 
ities improvements (such as filter plant improvements, main transmission 
lines and reservoirs where necessary). ES See ee eee 
district based on the estimated costs of necessary facilities.§ A 
monthly charge based 6n the meter size is also in effect. 


Impacts. At this stage in the proposed development's review, detailed 
water consumption and required fire flow volumes have not yet been forecast 
by project engineers. However, review of the site plan amd development 
program with EBMUD staff allows a preliminary finding that no significant 
impacts. should be incurred by the District in supplying the project with 
water for either consumptive uses or fire flow. Once the project's design 
has progressed to more refined drawings and project engineers have forecast 
consumptive and fire flow needs, the applicant would apply to EBMUD for a 
Water Service Estimate. District staff would then determine the facilities 
improvements to be funded by the applicant, the System Capacity Charge and 
initial ph bpion Pasta piled Ra once ptcarbait seen st Sari oe net cost 
impact would be experienced by the District. 


SAS an example, a 5/8-inch meter in the vicinity of the site would 


incur a System Capacity Charge of $200 (though it may increase) while 
the same meter for development in the San Ramon Valley would cost $3,500. 
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AS a Sidenote, District staff point out that the site is located in an area 
which is considered to have the lowest cost of providing service within 
EBMUD boundaries, both in terms of infrastructure provision and variable 
monthly demand for landscaping: the site would represent in-fill develop- 
ment in an area of moderate climatic conditions. 


Mitigation Measures. The project sponsor would be required to submit to 
ERMUD an application for a Water Service Estimate and to provide local 
transmission lines as specified therein. 


A Service Capacity Charge would be levied and monthly charge estimated as 
well. At the time of application, the project sponsor would be provided 
with information on methods of conserving water through building design and 
emphasis on water-saving appliances and landscaping. 


Copies of correspondence regarding fire flow requirements should be sent to 
the City of Berkeley Fire Marshall to assure coordination and appropriate 


input by the Fire Department. 


FISCAL IMPACTS: COST AND REVENUE EFFECTS 
Introduction 


This section analyzes the project's cost and revenue effects on the mmici- 
pal budget of the City of Berkeley. It uses constant 1986 dollars and, in 
effect, is a forecast of fiscal impacts at one point in time; likely 
changes in these impacts over the lifetime of the project are described. 


All quantified amounts are annualized in cases where the impacts would 
normally be measured on a longer (milti-year) or shorter (monthly) basis. 


In the case of property tax revermes, the existing taxes are shown and 
compared with the project-generated property taxes. The existing condition 
of other municipal revenues is presented in qualitative terms only. Cost 
projections are presented in terms of the additional costs likely to be 
incurred by the city in serving the proposed development at the site. It 
is also noted that in-migrating employees and their households would re- 
quire other commmity services which are ongoing and which could have 
marginal costs which would exceed the revenues they would generate. 


Sources for estimates of revemme variables in the calculations include the 
1985-86 mmicipal budget, tax rates, fees and other revenues in effect in 
early calendar year 1986. Cost estimates are derived from the most recent 
data sources available including the 1985-86 budget and discussions with 
staff at service provision agencies. 


Cost estimates focus on those services and facilities which are funded out 
of the city's general fund. Other mmicipal service expenditures operate 
as enterprise funds which charge one-time connection and ongoing user fees 
in order to operate on a break-even basis and are therefore in large part 
unaffected by relatively small increases in demand. 


Revenues include three one-time fees related to project review and approval 
as well as the ongoing taxes, fees and intergoverrmental transfer payments 
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which the proposed project or persons employed there would generate. 


This section concludes with a comparison of the forecast costs amd revenues 
generated by the proposed project. 


Impacts which vary between the two scenarios are shown where the difference 
is significant. 


Costs of Public Services and Facilities 


Two types of public services costs could result from the proposed project: 
direct costs associated with serving the project itself and indirect costs 
associated with providing services to new residents working at the project. 


Public Safety. The fire department has responded that the project itself 
should not create any significant increased costs if the recommended miti- 
gation measures are implemented. This finding is not umusual in an urban 
context where services are already in place. 


The housing impacts analysis presented in this report suggests that a 
maximim net increase of 80-100 in-migrant households would result from both 
direct and secondary employment associated with the development. Based on 
the current total municipal budget expenditure for public safety, these new 
households would lead to an anmual cost increase of several thousand 
dollars, however these expenditures would be nearly offset by the property 
taxes paid by the residential property owners. 


Public Works. Direct project impacts on roads, sewers, stom drains, and 
water supply lines would be offset to a great extent by direct developer 
responsibility for their provision. ‘The Transportation section (pp. 98 to 
101) recommends several offsite roadway mitigations as well. Indirect 
costs of cperating all public works for new residential users would be 
nearly, though not quite equally, balanced against the residential property 
taxes generated. 


General Government. The direct general government costs of the project 
would be partially offset by the one-time revenues shown below. An office 
and industrial project would not be expected to increase demand for general 
government services (e.g. parks and recreation) to the extent that a resi- 
dential project would. 


Total Costs. Responses by city department staff indicate that the combina- 
tion of implementing the recommended mitigation measures (such as water 
supply and vehicle access for the Fire Department) along with the city's 
established fee schedule, and developer responsibility for certain public 
improvements (such as those recommended in the Transportation section) 
would lessen public services costs to a minimal level. 


Revenues Generated by the Proposed Project 


One-time Revenues. Two one-time revemues would accrue to the Citvasor 
Berkeley during processing of the project's applications. They include the 
building permit fee and plan check fee. However, these fees have been 
established to reimburse the city for costs incurred in reviewing the 
project and as such represent no net gain to the city. They are shown for 
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informational purposes only. Table 17 estimates these One-time fees for 
the proposed project. 


On-going Revemues. The most important general fund revenues created by the 
development of the proposed project are property taxes, sales taxes, and 
business license fees. Additionally, benefit district assessments for 
streetlighting and parks/landscaping, and library tax generate significant 
amounts of revenue for specific purposes. 


Property Taxes. The present rate of property taxation (1985/86) for 
property located in the tax code area in which the Durkee Site is located 
(#130-000) is $1.1403 per $100.00 in assessed valuation. This includes 
$1.00 per $100.00 in countywide property taxes and $0.1403 per $100.00 for 
repayment of bonded indebtedness incurred by special districts and author- 
ities. Table 18 shows these sources and the amount of property tax gener- 
ated by each along with ongoing special taxes to several other funds. 


Table 17 


One-time Revenues to City of Berkeley 


Source Amount 
Building Permit Fee 

_. Scenario One $38,715 

Scenario Two 36,825 


Plan Check Fee (65 percent of 
Building Permit Fee) 


Scenario One $25,165 
Scenario Two 23,936 


Total One-time Revenues 
Scenario One $63,880 
Scenario Two 60,761 


Source: Gil Kelley, written communication, April 11, 1986, with calcula- 
tions by Mundie & Associates 


As shown in Table 18, the present total property tax due and all special 
taxes based on the property's assessed valuation of $1.6 million in 1985/86 
is $18,245. An additional $9,862 is due from special taxes and fees. 


Based on estimates provided by the project sponsor and discussions with 
city staff, the proposed project's assessed valuation for the purposes of 
forecasting property taxes would be approximately $11.5 million. This 
amount is based on the total development costs of Aquatic Park Center 
(including all soft and hard construction costs, infrastructure, land 
scaping, ASE, etc.) rather than the more refined comparison of this 
development to other comparables in terms of rental income streams. 
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Table 18 


Annual Property Taxes, Bond Repayments and Special Taxes: 
Existing Setting and Impacts 


Net 

Increase 
Property Tax Rate Existing With Over 
Recipient Agency of Tax Amount Project Exis 
Alameda Co. General Fund 0.2903 $4,645 $33,385 $28, 740 
Peralta Comm. College 0.0249 398 2,864 2,465 
Berkeley Unified Schools 0.1815 2,904 20,873 17,969 
County Supt. of Schools 0.0040 64 460 396 
Alameda Co. Flood 

Control District 0.0017 27 196 168 
Bay Area Air Quality 

Control District 0.0017 re 196 168 
Mosquito Abatement 0.0012 19 138 119 
AC Transit-Special 

District #1 0.0436 698 5,014 4,316 
Bay Area Rapid 

Transit District (BART) 0.0051 82 587 505 
East Bay Regional Parks 

District 0.0245 392 2,818 2,426 
East Bay Municipal. | ; 

Utility District (EBMUD) 0.0136 218 1,564 1,346 
EBMUD Special District #1 0.0049 78 564 485 
City of Berkeley 0.4030 6,448 46,345 39,897 
Total 1.0000 $16,000 $115,000 $99,000 
Bond Re 
Berkeley Unified Schools 0.0474 758 5,451 4,693 
Community College 0.0177 283 Zpoos Lpioe 
BART 0.0508 Bis 5,842 5,029 
BART Special District #1 0.0244 390 2,806 2,416 
Total 0.1403 $2,245 $16,135 $13,890 
Special Taxes and Fees ~ 
City Lights and Landscaping/Parks $5,574 $13,350 $7,776 
Library Fund 4,228 7,700 3,472 
Other 60 125 65 
Total $9,862 $21,175 Sipois 
Grand Total $28,107 $152,310 $124,203 


4 Allocation ratios have been rounded to the fourth decimal point. 


Sources: Ben Morita, Deputy Auditor, County of Alameda; Rich Robbins, 


Wareham Development; with calculations by Mundie & Associates. 
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Using the 1985/86 tax rate and level of special assessments, the total 
annual property tax and special assessments revenue generated by the pro- 
posed project would reach $152,310. Table 18 illustrates how the 1.0 
percent countywide property tax revenue would be distributed among recip- 
ient agencies and funds (including the City of Berkeley which would receive 
40 percent of the 1.0 percent). 


Sales Taxes. Taxable retail sales would be generated by consumer 
expenditures of persons employed at the proposed project as well as by 
purchases of materials and supplies by office and other commercial busi- 
nesses located there. A recent analysis prepared for the City of Berkeley 
(Courtney Building FEIR, 1986) estimated that purchases by project emplo- 
yees would result in taxable retail sales tax in the City of Berkeley of 
approximately $2.79 per gross square foot of development. The City of 
Berkeley obtains 1.0 percent of the 6.5 percent sales tax levied on taxable 
retail sales within the city limits and would therefore collect $4,600 
annually as a result of the proposed project (both scenarios). 


Business License Fees. Fees from businesses related to the project 
would be generated fram both the tenant offices or other commercial uses as 
well as the rental business of the project sponsor or other landlord. 


The current rate of this fee for office businesses in Berkeley is $3.10 per 
$1,000 of gross business income. A reasonable estimate of gross business 
income is $50,000 per (year-round) employee annually. Therefore Scenario 
One would generate approximately $17.5 million in gross business income and 
$54,250 in fees. “Scenario Two would generate $20 million in gross business 
income and $61,690 in fees. . 


Incame from the rental of property pays a fee of $9.32 per $1,000 of gross 
business income annually. The leasing of space at the project would there- 
fore generate $163,100 or $185,468 for Scenarios One and Two respectively. 


Utility Users Fee. This fee is collected by the city for its adminis- 
tration and oversight of the various utility companies that operate under 
city franchise. It currently stands at 5.5 percent of the total natural 
gas, electricity and telephone costs incurred by each user. Existing fees 
paid by onsite businesses are minimal. A rough estimate of the total 
revenue would be on the order of $45/1,000 square feet leading to an annual 
Utility Users Fee benefit to the city of $7,500. 


Fines and Penalties. Over the past two years the City of Berkeley has 
received approximately $3.0 million annually from various fines and penal- 
ties. If the businesses locating at the project and new employees working 
there were to generate fines and penalties at the same average rate which 
currently occurs, additional annual reveme of several hundred or even one 
thousand dollars could be expected, however, available methods do not allow 
an exact projection of this relatively small total revemue. 


State Subventions. The City of Berkeley receives subventions and 
grants from the state and federal government for over twenty different 
budgetary categories and programs. The largest source of these funds which 
would be affected by the proposed project is the Cigarette Tax, which is 
based on a per-capita method of fund distribution. As with revenue from 
fines and penalties, the impact of the project on this revenue could be 
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several hundred dollars anmally, but this amount is relatively low and 
cannot be projected with any certainty. 


Other intergovermmental sources of funding are also partly based on popula- 
tion levels, but are the subject of proposals for elimination by the U.S. 
Congress. These sources of funding are not considered stable enough to 
project for the coming years. 


Still other subventions are allocated among local govermments for sperding 
on specific projects. Gas tax monies are one example, and are not consid- 
ered as directly generated by the proposed project. 


Benefit Assessment District Revenues. Two citywide benefit assessment 
districts have been established for the purposes of providing street light- 
ing and maintenance of open space and landscaping. Commercial uses pay 
$0.0805 per gross square foot into these districts. 


The proposed project would therefore add roughly $11,300 aay, to the 
revenues of these districts. 


Library Relief Funds. The city's library tax of $0.0465 per gross 
square foot of development (including any enclosed parking) would result in 
increased revenue of approximately $3,472 under either scenario. 


Total Revemies. Table 19 shows the forecast net increase in revemes which 
would be generated by the - proposed project as it fits into the categories 
noted in the introduction to this section, General Fumd revemes ard 
restricted or "earmarked" revenues. The subtotal for General Fumd revemues 
is approximately $99,000 annually with an additional $25,203 to accrue to 
the specific funds. ‘The annual grard total net increase would be approxi- 
mately $124,203. 


Comparison of Costs and Revenues 


The forecast revenues associated with the proposed development would exceed 
the costs of providing services to the project. Anmual General Fund net 
revermes of roughly $99,000 would exceed expenditures by departments with 
general fund allocations (if general government costs were added in) by 
more than $90,000 annually. Additionally, some $25,000 in reveme to 
specific facilities and Programs would result from the proposed project. 


This finding that the proposed mixed-use development (comprised mostly of 
office ard light industrial uses) would be a net fiscal benefit to the 
City of Berkeley is consistent with the findings of most similar analyses 
prepared in the years since the passage of Proposition 13 (1978). ‘The 
largest portion of this result would derive from the level of business 
license fees paid by the development; property taxes would generate the 
second largest share of revenue. 


Under current state law, a property's assessed value can only be increased 
by 2.0 percent annually until such time as the property is sold. This 

j for properties to retain an assessed value which rises only 
slightly, regardless of the underlying value of the property or the costs 
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Table 19 


Net Revenue Impact on the City of Berkeley 
(1986 dollars) 


Projected First 
Source of Revenue Year Net Revenues 


General Fund Sources 


Taxes 
Property Tax $39,897 
Retail Sales Tax 4,600 
Utility Users Fee 7,500 


Business License Fees? 54,000-62, 000 
Fines and Penalties? - 
State Subventions? = 


Subtotal, General Fund Sources $105,997-113,997 
Nondiscretionary Sources 
Benefit Assessment Districts $7,776 
Library Relief Tax 3,472 
Subtotal, Nondiscretionary Sources Me  ($i1,/248 
Total, All Sources $117,245-125,245 


@ The range results from the difference between Scenario One and Two. 
b Estimate for these two revermes cannot be prepared at this time. 


Source: Mundie & Associates 


of providing public services, can lead to a gradual decline in the finding 
of a positive fiscal impact over time. 


If one were to assume that the average commercial property turns over (is 
sold to new owners and thus subject to reassessment) every 10-20 years ard 
this assumption were applied to the property tax revenue calculations, the 
chance that the fiscal result would change from positive to negative, would 
be very slim. This kind of forecasting several years and decades beyond 
the present is subject to a multitude of other variables including changes 
in the costs of service provision and other tax and fee schedules, most of 
which are adjusted periodically. 


Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation measures recommended throughout this report would have the 
effect of eliminating some fiscal impacts and reducing others to levels of 


insignificance. For this reason, no separate mitigation measures are 
recommended in this section. 
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CHAPTER V 


CUMULATIVE AND GROWIH INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT 


INTRODUCTION 


The California Envirommental Quality Act (CEQA) requires cumulative impacts 
to be discussed in an environmental impact report (EIR). dmlative 
impacts are two or more individual effects which, when considered together, 
are considerable or which compound or increase envirormental effects. 
Projects to be included in the analysis of cumlative impacts include 
similar past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects both 
within and outside the control of the lead agency. 


Growth inducing effects of the project must also be considered under CEQA. 
Analysis of growth inducing effects focuses on those ways in which the 
proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or remove 
existing obstacles to such growth. 


Cumulative impacts which would be experienced in the future have been 
analyzed at two different levels. One level of analysis considers impacts 
deriving from the list of cumlative projects (Table 2) expected to develop 
within the next five years; a second, more general, analysis considers the 
impacts which would result from the build-out of both the Emeryville Bay- 
front Specific Plan and the Berkeley Waterfront Plan. 


SETTING 


The land use planning discussion presented above in Chapter IV provides 
much evidence of approved, planned or proposed development in the vicinity 
of the project site. It also outlines the planned economic development 
that both Berkeley and Emeryville envision for their waterfront areas. 


In summary, both the immediate neighborhood of the site and the larger 
regional setting hold the potential for a great deal of cumulative develop= 
ment. Over 485,000 square feet of new or renovated space in the study area 
is approved, planned or proposed. The ultimate buildout of the Berkeley 
Waterfront and Emeryville Bayfront could be as high as 3 to 4 million 
square feet of office, retail, hotel and residential development. 


The critical environmental impacts of cumulative development of this scale 
would be traffic, air quality and housing. 


IMPACTS 
The envirormental analysis and mitigation measures presented in this report 
take into account the projects listed on page 48 ina direct and site- 


specific manner: forecast impacts from these developments have been added 
to the existing conditions in the quantitative analysis of traffic, air 
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quality and noise impacts, and the recommended mitigations are based on the 
total effect.® 


Discussed below at a more general level are those impacts likely to be 
experienced in the study area resulting from the second level of large- 
scale cumulative development and growth-inducement. These impacts, how- 
ever, are very difficult to forecast both because of the geographic separa- 
tion of the site from the two waterfront areas and the uncertainty regard- 
ing implementation of those plans. 


Cumulative Impacts 


The cumulative traffic impacts of the Berkeley Waterfront and Emeryville 
Bayfront Plans can be compared to the proposed Aquatic Park Center and 
Cumilative Projects C-1 through C-5 by projecting the comparative mmber of 
FM Peak Hour vehicles each project or group of projects would impose on 
each of the five critical intersections analyzed in the Transportation 
section of this report. Table 20 summarizes these data. 


As can be seen in Table 20, the Berkeley Waterfront Plan would have only a 
modest impact on intersections 1 and 2 along the Ashby Avemue corridor and 
an even more modest impact on intersections 3, 4 amd5 in the Seventh 
Street Corridor. 


The Emeryville Bayfront Plan, however, would have a greater impact (1,040 
FM Peak Hour vehicles) on intersection 2, Ashby Avenue/Seventh Street, than 
the Aquatic Park Center and all of the cumilative projects combined. 4361 
fact, it is unlikely that intersection 2 could accommodate this additional 
level of traffic without substantial improvements (i.e. added lanes at the 
intersection). Adding lanes at that intersection would require right-of- 
way acquisition and possibly elimination of some of the existing businesses 
at that intersection. A more likely effect of the Emeryville Bayfront Plan 
implementation would be considerable added north/south traffic in the San 
Pablo Avemue and Seventh Street corridors through Berkeley. 


These cumlative traffic impacts, which result mainly from other planned or 
approved projects, and from large-scale planning efforts in Berkeley and 
Emeryville, represent perhaps the most serious finding of this report. 


It is not within the scope of this EIR to forecast quantitatively the 
regional air quality impacts of these large-scale planning efforts. EIRs 
have been or are being prepared for each which will provide this informa- 
ton: 


The cumulative noise impacts experienced by persons at the site should not 
be significantly worse than those forecast to exist after completion of the 
listed cumulative projects. The site is set back from Seventh Street and 
shielded from traffic somewhat by the office buildings to the east fronting 
Seventh Street. 


6” Responsibility for funding recommended mitigation measures is generally 
allocated on a pro rata basis. 
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PM Peak Hour Vehicles Entering Critical Intersections, 


Table 20 


(and Percentage of Intersection Total): 


Aquatic Park Center, Cumulative Projects C-1 through C-5 and Waterfront Plans 


ok e PLORCCE mee ee toga Micon, geo! tute 4s Seer 95 <0 

Aquatic Park Center 91 157 362 187 187 
(29.59%) (709%) 2. (C0.4%).0 0 (259%) San (2 oS) 

Cumulative Projects@ 424 700 577, 416 445 
(46.4%) (35.1%) (48.5%) (48.8%) (50.5%) 

Berkeley Waterfront> 100 100 50 50 50 
(10592) ae 15.0%)) a5 ( 4.3%) rpent(i 5.98) on (45.68) 

Emeryville Bayfront® 300 1,040 200 200 200 
(32.48%) Gre 52.08), M6 8%) Wey (29042) hn (22n7%) 

TOTALS 915 1,997 1,189 853 882 
(100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) 


@Table 9 provides detailed trip generation estimates for five projects. 

on buildout of proposed plan under analysis in Berkeley Waterfront 
EIR (in process) and telephone conversation with Jerry Walters, Traffic 
Engineer, April 24, 1986. 
CEmeryville Waterfront Plan EIR, November 1985. 


Source: Kenneth M. Bankston and Associates 


The proposed project would represent the continuation of a trend of land 
use changes in the larger study area. However, this trend is not in ard of 
itself an adverse impact, nor can its effects be quantified like those of 
other environmental factors. The city's Master Plan and Economic Develop- 
ment Plan policies and ebjectives offer discretion to elected and appointed 
decisionmakers to conclude that the upgrading of commercial and industrial 
properties is consistent with the city's intentions for this portion of 
west Berkeley, and to make findings in support of that conclusion. 


The preparation and implementation of the nascent West Berkeley Plan should 
both clarify the extent to which gradual changes are taking place and 
provide for a more comprehensive approach to guiding and regulating such 
growth. 


35 


Growth Inducing Impacts 


The Land Use Trends subsection (pp. 46 to 49) observes that a noticeable 
amount of small-scale renovation of offices, shops and industrial space has 
occurred in west Berkeley over the past several years. Furthermore, the 
largest single renovation project, the Carleton Street Business Center (the 
old Colgate Plant) which was granted a Use Permit in December 1984 is only 
50 percent reflected in the list of cmmlative projects expected to be 
occupied over the next five years. Presumably, the other half of that 
development (an additional 290,000+ square feet) could find tenants during 
the following five years. . 
What this large amount of permitted space suggests is that the induction of 
significant quantities of yet more commercial growth in the larger study is 
unlikely to be caused by the Aquatic Park Center project. There is already 
a great deal approved. The proposed project includes retail and restaurant 
uses which may limit the additional demand for these types of outlets in 


the nearby neighborhood. 


The implementation of the two large-scale plans in Berkeley and Emeryville 
could lead to growth induction throughout west Berkeley. Even the hypothe- 
tical use of Berkeley's Waterfront as open space, without any commercial 
uses, could greatly increase the desirability of west Berkeley as a place 
to live, resulting in growth pressures. However, these potential impacts 
are most appropriately analyzed in EIRs on those projects. 
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CHAPTER VI 


OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT 


POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS NOT DISCUSSED 


The Environmental Initial Study for this proposed project was prepared by 
City staff in December 1985 and it determined that no significant impact 
could result to plant or animal commmities from the project. Neither the 
range of diversity nor the number of individual species would be affected. 
No unique, rare or endangered species exist onsite. 


The Initial Study determined that a potentially significant impact on the 
combined archeological and historical resources onsite could result. 
Structural historical resources are analyzed in detail in Chapter IV (pp. 
31-35). Contacts with the Northwest Information Center”? (housed in the 
Department of Anthropology, Sonoma State University) indicate that no 
archeological sites listed with any of the three major registries exist 
onsite, though the project's location near other listed sites leaves open 
the possibility of unrecorded prehistoric resources.® For this reason, an 
archival and field study is recommended by the staff at the Inventory. 


a decision by the City of Berkeley in regard to such analysis, 
staff at the Inventory suggested that they be sent copies of soils boring 
logs from foundation feasibility investigation (Kaldveer, 1985) in an 
effort to determine more precisely the potential for onsite resources. 
These logs have been transmitted and the results are pending. 


However, their initial conclusion is that "there is no indication of 
historic cultural resources which might be adversely affected by this 
project." Their findings are shown in Appendix B. 


The CEQA Guidelines and recent revisions clearly distinguish between unique 
and non-unique archeological resources. Because any subsurface prehistoric 
resources possibly remaining onsite would likely be an extension of nearby 
sites, unique resources are unlikely to be found. However, onsite demoli- 
tion, grading or excavation should be bound by a permit condition that work 
cease should any cultural resources be unearthed and that City staff be 
notified. A qualified-archeologist should then review the situation prior 
to resumption of work. 


UNAVOIDABLE AND IRREVERSIBLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

Implementation of the mitigation measures recommended in this report would 

not completely eliminate impacts of the proposed project. Listed below are 
"The Northwest Information Center is the recognized authority on such 
archival investigations for sites located in the San Francisco Bay Area. 

®These include the National Register of Historic Places; the California 


Inventory of Historic Resources; and the California Archaeological Inven- 
tory. 
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these impacts which are umavoidable and in some cases irreversible. Unless 
otherwise noted, these impacts would result from implementation of either 
Scenario One or Scenario Two. 


The basic changes in land use and in the architectural/urban design charac- 
teristics of the Durkee site are unavoidable. Whether these effects repre- 
sent a beneficial or an adverse impact is a judgment for local officials to 
make based on a variety of criteria including adopted planning documents, 
goals and objectives. 


Implementation of housing mitigation payments would generally offset poten- 
tial displacement effects of the increase in demand for housing, particu- 
larly those impacts felt by low and moderate income households. However, 
it is not possible to forecast (or measure) which specific households may 
face displacement or other pressures, and an impact on individual house- 
holds is thus unavoidable; precise linkage of the impact, mitigation mea- 
sure amd affected parties is unattainable given the complexity of the 
housing market. 


In addition, unless the housing mitigation funds actually increase the 
supply of housing in Berkeley (as opposed to subsidizing existing occu- 
pants' housing costs), another unavoidable phenomenon may result from the 
mitigation measure itself: an increase in the aggregate sperding on 
housing in Berkeley and consequent further upward pressure on values. 


Traffic generated by the project would be accommodated by the local roadway 
network, however the additional vehicles per se may be seen as an impact by 
some and would in such a case represent an unavoidable result of this 
development. The associated increase in vehicular emissions into the air, 
and traffic noise, though not significant, would occur as well. 


All construction period traffic, dust and noise would be greatly mitigated 
by the steps recommended, but would exist at some residual level. 


The risks of structural damage and injury due to seismic events are un- 
avoidable for new projects (and existing development) throughout the Bay 
Area. Structural upgrading of existing buildings and compliance with 
U.B.C. standards for new buildings would lessen the danger posed by 
moderate earthquakes. Major earthquakes pose unavoidable risks. 


Demolition and site preparation could expose construction workers to health 


impacts. Most foreseeable impacts could be mitigated; however, some resi- 
Gual risk of public health impacts would remain. 
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CHAPTER VII 
ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 


INTRODUCTION 


The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that reasonable 
alternatives to the project capable of attaining project objectives be 
described. Alternatives capable of minimizing forecast adverse effects 
upon the environment are to be considered. 


This environmental impact report addresses two alternative projects 
throughout the document: the applicant's Scenarios One and Two which are 
described in detail in Chapter III. In this chapter, two additional alter- 
natives are considered, one of which presents a different physical scheme 
for the site (in which 810 Heinz and the Experimental Kitchen would be 
retained and the eastern mixed use building deleted or modified in size), 
and the other of which addresses some of the tenancy issues which arise in 
connection with the proposed demolition or rehabilitation of older build- 
ings. Finally, the no project condition is also reviewed, serving not only 
as an alternative in its own right, but also as a baseline condition from 
which the impacts of the other choices can be more clearly evaluated. 


Defining Alternatives A and B has been an evolutionary process throughout 
the EIR analysis. The period of analysis for Scenarios One and Two extend- 
ed longer than is usual for a project of this scope for several reasons, 
the most critical of which is that the proposed project has undergone 
several revisions. Both the formal CEQA process (the distribution of the 
Notice of Preparation and two scoping meetings) and city sponsored public 
input via the Durkee Site Task Force have resulted in an unusually high 
level of comminity response to the project sponsor's initial - and subse- 
quent - concepts for the site. 


Alternatives A and B attempt to articulate some remaining issues. They 
reflect a mix of site uses not dramatically different from the project. 
sponsor's proposal, but with greater emphasis on some of the goals and 
policies found in Berkeley planning documents (see Master Plan Designations 
and Policies, p. 49 and Berkeley Economic Policies, p. 62). 


DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 


Consideration of both the applicant's scenarios and project alternatives is 
complex because of the number and variety of structures on the site both at 
the present time and under the various projected future conditions. Table 
21 (p. 140) summarizes the characteristics of the applicant's scenarios in 
comparison with the specific alternatives addressed in this chapter. . 


The discussion presented here is briefer than that presented in Chapters IV 
and V on the impacts of the applicant's two scenarios because the techni- 
cal background materials, definitions and impact criteria set forth earlier 
have not been repeated. 
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Table 21 


Alternative Development Programs: 
Project Scenarios and EIR Alternatives 


Project Scenarios EIR Alternatives No 
One Two at Xe =o Project 

Retention of 
Existing Structures 
Durkee Building yes yes yes yes yes 
Spice Building no yes yes yes yes 
Utility Buildings? no no yes uncertain yes 
Leaseable Space in 
Existing Buil fc; 
Durkee Building 24,000 24,000 24,000 24,000 24,000 
Spice Building 0 13,50 13,50 13,50 9,000 
Utility Buildings? fe) fe) 7,500 uncertain 7,500 
Leaseable Space in 
New Buildi Paes! 
East Office 

Building [ETS] 50,000 0 0 c 0 
West Office 

Building RES 2,8) & 53 , 600 53 , 600 C 0 
East Mixed Use 

Building’ 0 18,624 0 Cc 0 
South Mixed Use 

Building 0 18,432 18 , 432 c 0 
Total Leaseable 
Space (sa.ft.) 127,600 128,156 Livy, cse c 40,500 
Parking Stalls : 
In Garage 90 90 uncertain c fe) 
In Lots i265 182 165 c <50 
Other Features 
Pedestrian Bridge yes yes yes Cc no 
Atrium or Courtyard new new existing = existing 


SJtrility buildings are 810 Heinz and the Experimental Kitchen. 

ludes 4,500 sq. ft. in mezzanine addition. 

CThe physical development program for Alternative B could echo any of the 
other configurations, or represent some other combination of options; the 
main feature of this alternative is policy with regard to occupancy and 
tenancy. Examples include policies aimed at insuring compatibility in 
terms of noise and use mix, as well as protection of existing tenants from 
displacement. 

East Mixed Use Building (proposed for the site along Seventh Street 
replacing the Utility Buildings) could be built in modules; this project 
component is more flexible in size (and pore in shape) than the 
specifics present in the table indicate. 
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Of the two alternatives analyzed in this chapter, the first represents one 
approach to preserving structural elements found on the site. The second 
represents one way of encouraging the retention of the types of land uses 
which have most recently occupied the site. 


Setting and Description of Alternative A: Maximum Structural Preservation 


Both Scenario One and Scenario Two would remove the Utility Buildings (810 
Heinz Avenue and the Experimental Kitchen) presently located in the north- 
east corner of the site. A portion of the new east office building would 
be located in that area (see Figures 5 and 6). 


In order to maximize the preservation of the existing buildings at the 
site, the site plan could be reconfigured to permit the retention of the 
utility buildings as well as the Spice Building and the Durkee Building. 
This could be done under Scenario Two by reducing the size of the East 
Mixed Use Building and eliminating some surface parking (substituting an 
additional level of garage parking). 


This alternative, by accommodating both the renovation of the Durkee and 
Spice Buildings and retention of the Utility Buildings, would allow site 
land- and hardscaping to address the issue raised by the Landmarks Preser- 
vation Commission of the historic nature of the courtyard between these 
buildings and the Winterizing Building (demolished in 1985). 


Setting and Description of Alternative B: 
Maintaining or Expanding Live/Work Space and 
Retention of Other Existing Land Uses in Renovated Stru S 


A concern often expressed when existing structures are renovated is that 
the newly upgraded buildings would experience rent increases and a change 
in tenants as well as changes in use type. Such "gentrification" of neigh- 
borhoods, both residential and commercial, can be seen throughout the Bay 
Area. 


Several sections of this report describe the existing and recent past 
Character of the neighborhood near the site. There are live/work tenants 
presently occupying space in the Durkee Building and there are a variety of 
low-intensity office uses, arts studios and crafts shops, and light indus- 
trial uses located within a block or two of the site. There are also 
standard office buildings of the type proposed in this project and a large 
retail outlet nearby. 


An alternative which has been urged by neighborhood residents and current 
tenants of the Durkee Building is that some form of very specific use 
restrictions be placed on the renovated buildings which would insure that 
uses moving into the completed project would be compatible with the retain- 
ed uses on the site and other uses nearby. Examples of new use's charac- 
teristics which should be considered include the amount of truck traffic, 
loading times and the noise which would be generated. 


There is also concern by existing tenants that actions may be taken by the 


property owners which could cause their displacement, voluntary or involun- 
tary. 
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Another factor which could help encourage continued use of the Durkee 
Building by compatible uses could involve the relocation of the Jewish 
Community Theatre from the Durkee Building to the Spice Building (based on 
the site plan of Scenario Two or Alternative A). 


Setting and Description of Alternative C: No Project 


The no project alternative in the case of this analysis is somewhat differ- 
ent from that alternative in many other CEQA analyses. The site is not 
in any way in an envirommentally undisturbed condition but has been in 
industrial uses for over 75 years. A great deal of aggregate and other 
leftover structural materials as well as soils contaminants remain produc- 
ing conditions which could yield potential health hazards. Liquid storage 
tanks both above and below ground remain. A visual bleakness exists over 
mich of the site. Today, the structures which housed these past land uses 
are partially demolished and the setting (as described in the Iand Use 
section) has undergone change even prior to official project approval. 


The positive characteristics of a no project alternative would retain the 
intact onsite structures (Durkee, Spice and Utility Buildings) and allow 
the uses therein to contimue, while at the same time removing from the site 
to the extent required by law any contaminated soils or other hazardous 
materials left over from past lard uses. 


ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF ALTERNATIVES 
Alternative A 


Site-Related Envirommental Factors. Three envirommental concerns analyzed 
in this report exist onsite by definition and in certain areas of the site; 
they are highly geographically concentrated. As such, they would not vary 
among the proposed project amd the alternatives; the impacts set forth for 
both scenarios would exist for the alternatives as well. These topics 
include soils and geology, hydrology and water quality, amd public health 
considerations. 


One additional issue raised by the retention of the Utility Buildings is 
that of the maintenance or replacement of structural transite (a material 
which has asbestos as one of its components) in the buildings. Further 
study would be required-to define what remedial actions should be taken to 
reduce health hazards from the transite to acceptable levels. 


Scale-Related Environmental Factors. Other environmental impacts stem 
directly from the size of a proposed development (in structural or employ- 
ment terms) and could be estimated using a factoring technique to illus- 
trate the modified impacts of an alternative. These topics include traf- 
fic, air quality, noise, fiscal impacts and to a lesser degree provision of 
public facilities and services. Growth inducement can also be affected by 
the scale of the project. 
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Traffic. Traffic generation varies with land use; however, the extent 
to which Alternative A includes a greater proportion of office space than 
industrial/R&D/retail would not Significantly alter the rate (trips/1,000 
square feet) at which traffic would be generated by the development. The 
total traffic impact of Alternative A would be approximately 8.5 percent 
less than the proposed project (either scenario), or a total ADT of 27987 


Air Quality and Noise Impacts. Neither air quality nor noise impacts 
represent a significant impact in the case of the proposed project. Criti- 
cal intersections at which project traffic would be less under Alternative 
A than under the project would experience lower emissions levels to the 
same degree, but the difference would not be perceptible. The absence of 
the long mixed-use building on the site's eastern edge could allow a 
slightly higher volume of off-site noise from Seventh Street to penetrate 
the eastern third of the site, but this change would not be noticeable due 
to the distance from Seventh Street to the site and the presence of the 
initial Aquatic Park Center buildings to the east of the site. 


Fiscal Impacts and Public Facilities. If lower costs result from 
providing public services to the smaller project, they would be outweighed 
by the loss in property and sales tax revemme resulting from down-sizing 
the project. This is especially true in the case of a site located in an 
already urbanized area in which the marginal costs of providing services 
(beyond those funded by the developer) are relatively low. The devaluation 
of the property (resulting in lower property taxes) and the lesser mmber 
of employees or retail outlets (resulting in lower sales taxes through 
purchases by employees or onsite sales) would result in a direct decrease 
in revemies while the lessened density would not necessarily reduce public 
costs at an equal rate. The lower valuation of the project which would 
result in lower property taxes would also most likely represent a lower 
return on investment for the project sponsor. 


Growth Inducement. In addition to scattered neighborhood-wide devel- 
opment inducing growth, it is possible for individual projects to have the 
same effect. The conclusion reached in regard to the proposed project is 
that several characteristics of southwest Berkeley will induce growth, but 
that the proposed project would not be a major factor. Its potentially 
positive effect would be indistinguishable in the context of broader 
regional trends and the large-scale planning efforts under way in the 
waterfronts of both Berkeley and Emeryville. For this reason, a reduced 
density alternative would not be an effective mitigation from the perspec 
tive of growth inducement. 


° First, the difference between office use of the type proposed and the 
mixed use buildings is small to begin with, and second, the proportion of 
the total development comprised by the eastern mixed use building (18,624 
square feet out of 128,156) is less than 15 percent. Therefore the 
change in composition would allow for a ratio method of estimating ADT 
for the alternative. 
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Planni and Commimity Objectives. A final set of factors relate to the 
mix of land uses and buildings a commmity determines is appropriate for a 
given area. These big picture urban design considerations also affect the 
employment provided at the project, and indirectly, the housing impacts 
stemming from those employees. At the Durkee site, land use and urban 
design also involve concerns over the preservation of historic qualities of 
the site. 


The major difference between Alternative A and the proposed project (either 
scenario, though more so in the case of Scenario One than Two) is that 
Alternative A takes the present site!®, its buildings and land uses as 
given and then develops around them. It would, in addition to leaving the 
Durkee building and Spice Building intact, allow operations at the auto 
repair shop at 810 Heinz to continue. It would also allow some as yet 
unspecified use to be made of the Experimental Kitchen building. 


Alternative A would result in a difference in employment generation of 
roughly 50-55 jobs (the difference between retaining the auto repair shop 
versus approximately 60 jobs in the absent eastern mixed-use building). 
Conversely, the housing impact of in-migrating employees would also be 
somewhat reduced. 


Alternative B 


Implementing a strict set of use restrictions for the renovated buildings 
of either Scenario One or Two, or Alternative A, would not create adverse 
environmental impacts. The idea behind an alternative like this one is 
that some impacts associated with whatever other use mix and site plan are 
chosen would be decreased through its application. 


As the proposed project has developed over the past months, several of the 
types of restrictions which could be included here have already been 
incorporated into the proposed project itself. The explicit lease protec- 
tion for existing tenants recommended on p. 70 is one example. Another 
example is the applicant's willingness to consider moving the Jewish 
Commmity Theatre into the Spice Building (in the case of Scenario Two) in 
an attempt to insure,a higher level of compatibility among Durkee Building 
tenants. 


An impact the which elements of this alternative would create for the 
applicant is that of narrowing the range of potential tenants. The extent 
of this burden would depend on the strictness of the conditions applied to 
tenant selection. 


No_ Project 


Both Scenario One and Two propose retaining the Durkee Building and one 
other element of the existing site: the smokestack in Scenario One and the 
Spice Building in Scenario Two. Neither scenario proposes to retain the 
Utility Buildings (810 Heinz and the Experimental Kitchen), and thus the no 


10 The present site has been changing over the past year, with the demoli- 
tion of the Winterizing Building and the relocation from the site of the 
East Bay Wash Rack operations. 
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project alternative would result in this structural difference; Alternative 
A described above would also retain the Utility Buildings. 


The no project alternative would also leave existing tenants to negotiate 
new leases with the property owner as they come up for renewal. The 
outcome of those negotiations cannot, however, be forecast with certainty. 
Because the project (if it were conditioned based on the mitigations recom- 
mended in this report) would provide some protection to existing tenants of 
the site, it is possible that an adverse impact of the no project alterna- 
tive would be the continuation of the uncertainties faced by existing 
tenants. 


AS was noted above, the site related factors (e.g. soils and geology, 
hydrology and water quality) associated with the no project alternative 
could produce potential health hazards or require remedial action with or 
without development on the Durkee site. 


The impacts associated with scale related environmental factors would all 
remain at roughly today's levels under the no project alternative. The 
measurable (yet relatively small when viewed in light of cumlative devel- 
opment) net traffic, air quality, and noise impacts would not be generated. 
Coriversely, the City would fail to capture the net fiscal and employment 
benefits of the proposed project. 


is is in the area of what are referred to above as planning and community 
objectives that the no project alternative appears to stand apart most 
clearly from either the proposed project or a built alternative. This 
alternative is less successful than any of the other options at attaining 
City goals for southwest Berkeley. The No Project Alternative would forego 
several opportunities in the following areas: encouraging the renovation 
of underutilized buildings; providing for new pedestrian access to Aquatic 
Park; creating on the order of 300 to 400 net new jabs, many of which could 
be filled by existing Berkeley residents; and generating new municipal 
revenues. 
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CHAPTER VIII 


THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORI-TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 


Recent use of the Durkee site as a location for a truck wash, an. auto 
repair facility and a variety of very low density offices, shops amd 
artists' studios would likely continue in the short-nn pending implementa- 
tion of the proposed project or in the event that discretionary approvals 
are withheld and project applications withdrawn. At present, the majority 
of the site is unused and fenced to prevent entry. 


The gradual conversion of existing land uses which has been occurring for 
several years in the larger study area is evidence that long-term changes 
occurring in southwest Berkeley are independent of the implementation of 
this proposed project. Landowners and investors, aided by City goals and 
policies regarding job creation and appropriate land uses for this area, 
have apparently determined that the long-term best use for the area is to 
be found in land uses other than the historically predominant heavy indus- 
try, manufacturing and warehousing. 


On the Durkee site, it is arguably in the interests of long-term producti- 
vity to more intensely utilize the site by constructing in-fill buildings: 
freeway access, the proximity of Aquatic Park, and the availability of 
water, sewer and storm drain infrastructure would argue for more intense 
development here. Accommodating the existing types of uses where feasible 
would solidify this finding. 


This finding has a non-local analogue as well. To the extent that new 
office and industrial development in the Bay Area is located within urban- 
ized areas, agricultural and other resource lands at the fringe of urban 
and suburban areas could remain productive. 
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Planning and Commumty Development Department 
Zoning Division 

Maran Luther King, Je. 

Givic Center Building 

2160 Milvia Street 

Berkeley, Catilomia 94704 


I. 


Il. 


III. 


*(To be completed by Lead Agency.) 


City of Berkeley 


(415) 644-6570 
TTE (415) 644-6913 


General Information 


Project title (if any) and eddrese or Assessor's block and parcel number(s): 
Aquatic Park Center (Durkee Site) 
750 Heinz Sc/2900 Fifth St. 


Use permit application number and date subeitted (if any): 


UP #A888 - 10/24/85 (Revised) = 
Date environmental inforastion form eubaitted: = 


10/24/85 (Revised) r 
Applicant's name, address and telephone number: 
Wareham Properties Mark 8. Scher & Richard Robbins (457-4964) 


1120 Nye Street, Suite 400 Architect: Darrell DeTienne 
P.O. Box 929 621-9091 

San Rafael, CA 94915 

Description of Attachments 


x Environmental checklist and discussion (Lead Agency) 


X Environmental information form (Applicant) 


x Use permit or other application (Applicent) 


Xx Correspondence or semoranda: Engineering Science letters of 8/21/85 and 


0/9/85; — = 
Mitigstion measures (10/24/85) 
X_ Other: Foundation investigation report (P, Kaldveer - 10/21/85) 


Deteraination 


On the basis of che attached initial evaluation, I find: 


That the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 


and « NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 


That although che proposed project could have a significant effect on the en- 
vironment, there will not be a significent effect in this case because the 


mitigation measures described on the attached sheet have been added to the project. 


A NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 


x That the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and 
an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 


GIL KELLEY, 
Environmental Reviéw 


CITY OF BERKELEY 


ENV [RONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY 
(To be compleced by Lead Agency) 


Impact Rating 


& 
L - No significance iepact 
#2 - Putentiol impact, but not 
substantial 


®[mpact described oa the attached sheet 


j. Eacch - Will the proposal resule ta: 
a. Unetable eorth conditions of te 
changes in geologic substructures? i 
. Diecuptions, displecerents, com 
paction or overcover ing of che soil? 2 
c. Change ia topography or ground 
surface relief features? z 
d. The destruction, covering or 
modification of any unique geologic 
or physical features? 
e. Any incceace in vied or water 
erostoe of solle, either ca of off 
the site? a 

&. Changes ia deposition or erosion 

of besch sands, of changes ia eilte- 

tfonm, deposition o¢ eroeica which 
may sodify che channel of e river or 
etrese or the bed of the ocean or 
any bay, inlet of lake? 

g- Exposure of people or property 

to geologic hazards such ¢e eacth- 

quakes, landslides, mudslides, 
ground failure of eimilec heserda? 


rp 


ZAic - Will che proposal reeule ta: 


6. Svbecantial sir emissions or 
deterioration of embient sir quality? L 
b. The creation of objectionable 

odore? ] 
c. Alteration of alc sovement, 

moisture of temperature, (Cf eny 

change to clieate, either locally 

or regtonally? 


3B, Water - Will the proposel reeult ta: 


se. Changee ia currents, (Fr the couree 
or direction of veter movemente, ia 
either serine or fresh watere? 

b. Changes in absurption rates, 
drainage petterne, of the rete and 
amount of surface water runoff? 

c. Alterations to the cose oF 

flow of flood waters? , 
d. Change in the amount of surface 
weter in any veter body? 

@. Diecharge foto surfaces waters, oF 
im soy elteretion of surface vater 
quality, focluding but nor. Limiced to 
Cempereture, dissolved oxygea oF 
turbidity? 74 
(. Altecetion of the diruction of 

rate of flow of ground wetere? t 
g- Change in the quantity of ground 
wacere, either through direct addi- 

tions of vithdravele, of through 
interception of on aquifer by cute 

or excavations? U 
h. Substantial reduction ia the 

amount of water otherwise available 

for public water ouppites? I 

i. Exposure of people of property 

to water related hazards euch se 

flooding or cidel waves! l 


Y. Gienc Life - Will che proposel reeult fa: 
a. Change fa the diveroity of species, 
oc number of any epecies of planc? 


©) - Potencial significant tapact 
4h - Significant iepact 


b. Reduction of the numbers of any 
unique, tare vt endanyerad species 
of plance? 

c. Introduction uf avy species of 
plante into an ares, ue ia @ bercier 
te the normal replenivhaenc of 
existing species? 

4. Reduction in screaye of say 
egriculturel crop? 


Ghoinal Life - Will che proposal resule tar 


a. Change in che diversity of species, 

or numbers of any species of animele? 

b. Reduction of the numbers of say 
vaique, rere or endangered species 

of aniasle? a ee 
c. Introduction of new species of 

enimals into an eres, of result in o 
becrier to the migration of movement 

of animale? tl 
4. Deterioration to exieting fish 

or wildlife habicac? i 


G. Moise - Will the proposal result iat 


ea. lacreases io existing noise levels? & 
b. Exposure of people to severe 


noise levels? Zz 
J. Light and Glace - Will che proposel 
produce new light or glere? 
Q Lend Use - Will the proposel result ta 
@ oubstantial elteration of the pre- 
sent of planned land use of en area? 3: 
4 watural Resources - Will the proposal 
reeult fa: 
es. Increase ta the cate of use of any 
natural resources? ! 
b. Substantial depletion of eny noa- 
reneveble natural resource! j 


/oRisk of Upset - Does the propoesl fa- 
volve # ciek of on explosioa of the 
relesse of hazardous cubstences (ta- 
cluding ofl, pesticides, cheaicele or 
cedistion) in the event of sa ecci- 
dent or upset condictone? 


i Populacion - Will the proposal alter 
the location, distribution, density, 
or growth rete of the husea popule- 
tion of an areal? 


#2, Housing - Will the proposal affect 
exiecting houetng or housing deasnd? 


3 Transportat jon/Cicculation - Wali 


the proposal result int 

a. Ceneration of substanciel sddi- 
tional vehicular movement? 

b. Effects on existing parking 
facilities, or deasnd for new perking? 
c. Subscantial impact upoa exteting 
transportation systems? 

4. Alteracions to present patterns 
of circulation of aovement of people 
and/or goods? 

e. Alterations co waterborne, coil 
or aic traffic? 


rh brR FP F 


ACALS TWLLINI TWLNSWNCULANT 
W XIONSddv 


LST 


14. 


15. 


16. 


9 


f. Increase in traffic hazards to 
motor vehicles, bicyclists or 
pedestrians? 


Public Seryscess Will the proposal 
ve ane upon, or result in 

a need for nee or altered govern- 

mental services in any of the 

following areas: 

a. Fire protection? 

b. Police protection? 

e@. Schools? 


d. Parks or other recreational | 
facilities?  ~— 


@. Maintenance of public facili-' 
ties, including roads? 


f. Other governmental services? 
Energy. Will the SrSpeeas result in: 


a. Use of substantial amounts of 
fuel or energy? 


b. Substantial taerease in demand. 
upon existing sources of energ7, 
or require the development of 1 new 
sources of energy? 


Utilities. Will the proposal result 
na nee or new systems, or 
substantial alterations to “Ens 
following utilities: 


a. Power or natural gas? 

b. Communications systems? 
ec. Water? 

d. Sewer or septic tanks? 

é€. Storm water drainage? 

£. Solid waste and disposal? 


Human Health. Will the proposal 
resu ns 


a. Creation of any health hazard or 
potential health hazard (excluding 
mental health) ? 


b. Exposure of people to potential 
health hazards? 


— 


|v 


18. 


19. 


20. 


21. > 


Aesthetics. Will the proposal result 
in the obstruction of any scenic 
vista or view open to the public, or 
will the proposal result in the 
creation of an aesthetically 
offensive site open to public view? 


Recreation. Will the proposal result 
n an impact upon the quality or 
quantity of existing recreational 


opportunities? Sis 


arched tog ee) stones y Will the 
proposal result in an alteration 
of a significant archeological or 
historical site, DBA D object 


or building? - 


Mandatory Findings of Significance. 


. (a) Does the project have the potential 
to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 


or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 


population to drop below self sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California 


history or prehistory? 


b. Does the project have the poten- 
tial to achleve short-term, to the 
disadvantage of long-term, environ- 
mental goals? (A short-term impact 
on the environment is ore which 
occurs ina relatively brief, 
definitive period of time while 
long-term impacts will endure 

well into the future.) 


c. Does the project have impacts 
which are individually limited, 

but cumulatively considerable? 

(A project may impact on two or more 
separcte resources where the impact 
on each resource is relatively 
small, but where the effect of the 
total of those impacts on the 
environment is significant.) 


d. Does the project have environ- 
mental effects which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly 

or indirectly? 
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III. 


EVALUATION 
l.b,c. Topograph 


Minor alterations to the topography of the site will be made ae a result of 
removing several of the site features and recontouring the relatively oe 
site for new structures, parking and landscaping. These alterations wou 
not, in themselves, be significant. However, they may relate to, a: 
aggravate, potentially significant impacts in areas of soils toxic oe 
historic/cultural/aesthetic characteristics, and draining/water quality, as 


discussed below. 


l.e,f and 3.b,e. Drainage, Erosion, Water Quality) 

drainage and carry surface - 
Development of the site may concentrate surface 
and et sailors contaminants into Aquatic Park lake. It ie expected that 
these impacts can be mitigated through site clean-up and permanent drainage 
features, but these mitigations should be epécified. 


“ 
6. (Noise) 


emove one existing source of noise in the area - the East 
a Manners wash). However, the future ambient noise environment 
should be estimated and the suitability of office use in that noise sapletsie 
ment determined. Although the renovated Durkee building may be used part ; 
for artist spaces, it is not presently anticipated that these will be live 
work spaces. However, live/work in this structure may be a likely present 
or future alternative, and therefore, the suitability of this use in the 
noise environment should also be determined. 


ry 


The project will also induce an increase in local traffic, as will other 
planned developments in the West Berkeley and waterfront areas. The magni- 


“tude and significance of the resulting noise increase should be determined. 


7. (Light and Glare) 


No apparent necessity exists for project lighting to cause glare for adjoining 
properties or local pedestrian or vehicular circulation. Hcwever, pretest 
lighting is one of the many important aesthetic consideraticns, and Seorees 
mitigations/recommendationa should be made as part of the aesthetic analysis. 


8. (Land Use) 


roject will result in the intensification of office use and the 
Stars - population in Weat Berkeley's industrial district. The project 
also has the potential to stimulate increased pressure for conversion of 
other industrial structures and less intensive land uses in the area, and to 
create a second business district (in addition to the downtown.) These 
impacte should be examined in greater detail, and be compared with the goals 
and policies of the master plan and the evolving West Berkeley Plan. 


2s Housin; 


The new working population associated with the project will likely increase 
the demand for housing in Berkeley, and in particular, may increase the 
housing prices of the existing available housing stock in the moderate price 
range. The impact on housing demand and housing prices should be examined 
in some detail. 


13. Circulation 


The project will result in increase traffic on local streets and will adi 
to the demand for parking. The potential impatte on existing intersection 
flowe, capacities, site circulation, pedestrian conflicts and the adequacy 
of propoeed parking should be analyzed in detail, including "cumulative" 
impacts. The applicant has provided a preliminary traffic study of his >wn 
(Barton-Aschman Associates, 10/24/85). 


The project (and cumulative new development) could place significant, new 
demand on existing bus routes and schedules (A/C Transit), particularly at 
peak commute hours. These impacts should be examined in detail. 


14.a,b,d. Public Services 


This development, together with other planned developments in West Berkeley 
will create some additional demand for police and fire services (personnel 

and equipment). This demand should be quantified by the EIR consultant, in 
consultation with the City departments concerned. Particular fire prevention 
features may be required to alleviate the placing of an undue burden on the 
Fire Department. 


The project will adjoin Acquatic Park, by virtue of a connecting bridge to 

be built over the railroad tracts. Therefore, it is expected that day-use 

of this park will increase; appropriate measures for handling this connection 
and the new users should be defined. 


16. c,d,e. (Utilities) 


The project, together with other planned developments in the area, will create 
an added demand for water, isewer and storm sewer services. The capacity 

of existing lines and systems to deliver these should be defined, and 
appropriate measures recommended. 


17. b. Health Hazards/Toxicity and 10. (Risk of U set) 


In August, 1985, the California Department of Health Services (DOHS) ordered 
that a plan be prepared for clean-up of hazardous materials on the site. 
Engineering Science, a private consulting firm, employed by the applicants, 
submitted such a plan to DOHS on August 21, 1985, based on an inventory and 
lab testing which they had performed. DOHS has accepted this plan, and 
applicants have undertaken many of the steps required by the plan. 


6ST 


17.b. and 10 cont'd 


The EIR consultant should review the record, conault with DOHS, and prepare 
an analysis of what additional steps, if any, are necessary to rid the site 
of toxic health hazards. 


18. (Aesthetics)and 20. (Archaeolo ical/Historical) 


The project site has recently been designated as a Landmark site and therefore, 
plans for renovation, demolition and new construction will require the approval 
of the Berkeley Landmarks Preservation Commission. The proposed plan should 

be evaluated for its sensitivity to preserving and enhancing the historical 
features of the site, and for its ability to enhance the pedestrian environ- 
ment. 


Because the site lies close to the Original bay shoreline, a search of 
archaelogical records at Sonoma State University is currently being made to 
determine if there are known or likely archaeological resources on the site. 


Other. (Economic Impacts) 


The project will have impacts in the areas of employment, job displacement, 
and municipal costs and revenues. The project is expected to induce a 
significant net increase in jobs; however, the employment anticipated should 
be evaluated in terms of City goals and policies with regard to targeted 
income groups. The project also has the potential to displace existing 
commercial tenants who will need to find space elsewhere. Job displacement 
on a larger scale, could occur throughout West Berkeley as industrial 
structures and uses are converted, and as the waterfront is developed. 


The project is also expected to generate a surplus in revenues to the City, 
but municipal costs and revenues should be quantified. 
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APPENDIX B 


ARCHAEOLOGICAL RECORD SEARCH Northwest Information Center 
? Department of Anthropology 
Sear ck og Sonoma State University 
Archaeological SAN BENITO SOLANO Rohnert Park, California 94928 
; 07) 664-2494 
Inventory cer Ni leah ccgct (707) 
17 January 1986 File No: 86-11 


Peter W. Brachvogel 

De Tienne Associates 

3435 Army Street 

San Francisco, California 94110 


re: Proposed Project in Emeryville Area, Alameda County, California. 
Mr. Brachvogel: 


The Northwest Information Center’s files were reviewed per your request of 3 
January 1986. The proposed project area contains no archaeological sites 
listed in the National Register of Historic Places or in the California 
Inventory of Historic Resources. There are no recorded prehistoric or 
historical archaeological sites listed with the California Archaeological 
Inventory. This office has no record of an archaeological survey of the 
project area. 


In this area, prehistoric settlement patterns were characterized by several 
village sites located within close proximity to one another. The proposed 
project area is situated between a large prehistoric occupation site and a 
major prehistoric shellmound and there is the possibility of unrecorded 
cultural resources. There is no indication of historic cultural resources 
which might be adversely affected by this project. 


An archival and field study of the proposed project area is recommended to 
identify prehistoric and historic cultural resources. 


Please sign and return the enclosed form. If you have any questions, give this 
office of the California Archaeological Inventory a call. 


& 


Sincerely, 


Christian Gerike 
Assistant Coordinator 


Brian F. Terhorst 
Researcher I 
encl: Bibliography 
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APPENDIX C 


BUSINESSES LOCATED IN STUDY AREA 


In March 1986, as part of the field work undertaken for the EIR, Mumdie & 
Associates staff toured the larger study area. Inthe course of that 
walking tour, the following list of business was compiled. The map shown 
in Figure 28 locates these firms on a block by block basis. Through this 
list and map are believed to be accurate as of March 1986 (with the caveat 
that some businesses with San Pablo Avenue addresses were omitted), its 
usefulness lies in the diversity of use types shown. This complex land use 
pattern can also be seen in Figure 16. 


Business Name and Building Number 


Up-Right Work Platforms 
Beyond Repair 
Ocean Works 
Zion Tabernacle Baptist Church 
J&D Aluminum Window Company 
Berkeley Architectural Salvage 
Mark Giambruni, Custom Design 
Electronics Etc. 
B&S Metals 
10. Yellow Checker Cab (dispatch station) 
11. Unidentified commercial space 
12. Oliver & Company (general contractors) 
13. J. Dean Prints 
14. Unidentified commercial space 
15. Fantasy Records Saul Zaentz Co. 
16. Vital Signs (graphic design, printing, & signs) 
17. Bank of America 
18. Ion Systems Inc. (air ionization machines) 
19. Unidentified warehouse 
20. Satelite City (TV dishes) 
21. Charlie's Garage 
22. Geodata 
23. Dwight way Nursery (NW corner of 10th & Dwight) 
24. Consolidated Freightways 
25. Parker Plaza 
. Ann Flanagan, typography 
Bonnie Jean Smetts, graphic design 
David Channell, fine art and framing 


WMANAU AWN -H 


IPA Design Inc. 
Ivory Consulting Group 


HH wu oO ho aA D 
fh 
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26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 


n. Kann & Associates 

Oo. Parker Associates 

Durable Tile Company 

Cocolat (distribution facility) 
Unidentified artist space 

New office building 

a. Clark Business Machines 

b. Mix Publications 

c. Baroly Company 

da. Dan Dommer Associates, architects 
e. Mel Gladstone 

£. Rody Hurwich 

g. Info/Search (marketing research) 
h. LandMarks 

i. Parker Financial Planning 
Unidentified light industry (machines and motors) 
Juan's (restaurant) 

Berkeley East Bay Humane Society 
Unidentified warehouse 

Granata's Restaurant 

Bashland Building (construction contracting) 
Coburn Construction 

The Classic Illumination 

Proen Products Co. 

vacant office/shop space 
Unidentified new warehouse 

Clyde Equipment Company 

Bear Company 

Home Cafe 

Mighetto & Youngmeister. architects 
Berkeley Research Center 

L. J. Kruse Co. (plumbing, heating, piping) 
P.Q. Corporation 

Nexus Institute (marmfacturing) 
Electro Coating 

H.C. McCauley Foundry Co. 

Cutter Laboratories 

J&R j 

National Starch and Chemical Corp. 
V&W (siding, glass, wood, windows) 
Uncommon Grounds ~ 

Anamet Laboratories 

Custom Process (photcecopying lab) 
Macy Movers 


Morrison's/O'Hara (engraving and trophies) 
Perfection L.T.D. (auto body shop) 
Sahara Natural Foods 
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Ecole Bilinque 

East Bay French American School (under construction) 
Attorneys Offices 

Kala Institute 

Emerald Packaging 

Meyer Sound Co. 

Calcom Graphic Supply 

Van-Mulder Sheet Metal, Inc. 

Gazette Press 

Whole Earth Access (retail outlet) 

Super 7 (auto service station) 

vacant 

East Bay Steel Products Inc. 

E.H. Morrill, Mechanical and Electrical Contractors 
Aquatic Park Center I 


Prim Rose 

Vernon C. McBride 

Artworks 

ABC West (welding/fabrication) 
D. Liebermann, Environmentalist 
The Wheel Repair 

W.R. Grace & Co. 

Robert G. Harris 

Magic Gardens 

- Georg Goldberg (custom cabinets) 
Artisans' Burlwood 

MacBeth Hardware 

Texaco (auto service station) 

Spas 

Copymat 

Ashby Plumbing & Heating Supply 
Berkeley Business Center 

Superior Plaster Castings 
Taurus Bookbindery 


Oren a ae malate 


: 


KAIA Institute 
California Health 
Vivoli's 

Lisa Learner Chocolate 


a 
rae) 


Berkeley Game Distributors 
Datalift Corp. 

Lois Solomon 

Digitus Corp. 

Herrick Hospital 

Hero Arts Rubber Stamps 
Paint-A-Car 
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u. Microsell 

v. Raufell Co. 

w. Wines & Spirits Warehouse 
93. Atlas Van Lines 
94. Pacific Bolt 
95. Ashby Lumber Co. 
96. Unidentified professional office 
97. Scheid Industrial Supply Company 
98. T & M Parts (truck ard auto supply) 
99. Gring Pest Control Service 
100. Unidentified office 


110. Bay Export Services 
Temescal 


*Several San Pablo Averme businesses are omitted. 


164 


FIGURE 31 BUSINESSES IN LARGER STUDY AREA 
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APPENDIX D 


ENGINEERING-SCIENCE INVESTIGATION OF POTENTIAL, HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES 
(Iwo Memos: 18 May 1986 and 20 January 1986) 


ES ENGINEERING-SCIENCE 


600 BANCROFT WAY « BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94710 « 415/548-7970 


19 May 1986 
Ref: 56449.00 


Department of Health Services 
2151 Berkeley Way, Annex 7 
Berkeley, CA 94704 


Attention: Mr. Stephen A. Cimperman 


Subject: Wareham Development Progress Report IV: Resolution of Cleanup at 
the 2900 5th Street and 700 Heinz Avenue Properties, Berkeley, 
California 


INTRODUCTION 


Engineering-Science (CES), at’ the request of its client, Warehan 
Development, and in cooperation with the North Coast Section, Toxic 
Substance Control Division, California Department of Health Services 
(DOHS), implemented a site characterization and cleanup program in 
September 1985 to address the Wareham Development project site. This site 
includes the 2900 5th Street and 700 Heinz Avenue properties in Berkeley, 
California. Three reports (Phase I, II, and III) have been submitted to 
DOHS, the California, Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and the 
City of Berkeley Health Department detailing these investigations on 21 


August 1985, 8 October 1985, and 28 January 1986, respectively. 


u 


The remaining unresolved aspects of the site cleanup were discussed 
during a meeting between Mark Scher of Wareham Development and Steve 
Cimperman of the DOHS staff on 28 February 1986 and were outlined in a DOHS 
letter dated 19 March 1986. The issues and the resolutions agreed upon 
during the 28 February meeting to be addressed by Wareham Development 


include, but are not limited to: 


1) Identification of the oil (i.e., vegetable or petroleum) found in 
the soil and groundwater of the site and submission of the results 


to DOHS; 
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2) Discussion of any further cleanup required by the RWOCB on the 
relatively high concentrations of oil and grease found in the 


groundwaters under the 2900 5th Street property; 


3) Identification of the source of the black liquid observed in the 
SP drainage swale by excavating trenches upgradient of the 


drainage swale to follow the seepage to its source; and 


4) Implementation of a program to remove all hazardous wastes from 


the 700 Heinz Avenue property. 


Figure 1 shows the area under investigation. The 2900 5th Street 
property is divided into Parcels A and B. Parcel B was the site of the 
former Durkee Vegetable Oil Manufacturing Plant. Parcel C, the 700 Heinz 
Avenue property, borders the 2900 Sth Street property to the west, and is 
currently leased to East Bay Wash Rack, Inc. (EBWRI), a fully operational 
tank=-truck washing facility. EBWRI uses detergents and caustic solutions 
to clean out the interior of tank. trucks. The solutions carried by the 
trucks are unrecorded but are assumably diverse. The EBWRI lease on Parcel 


C will expire in June 1986. 


UNRESOLVED SITE CLEANUP ISSUES/RESOLUTIONS 
Oil Identification 


As recommended in the Wareham Development Phase III Report, a flash 
test was performed on a subsurface oil sample in order to establish the 
status (i.e., vegetable or petroleum) of the oil. This test proved 


inconclusive due to an insufficient amount of oil in the soil sample. 


Subsequent conversations with Mr. Steve Cimperman of DOHS concerning 
this identification difficulty revealed DOHS laboratory staff willingness 
to use infrared spectroscopy (IR) methods to confirm the status of the 
subsurface oils. A soil sample from monitoring well MW-2 was delivered by 
ES personnel to DOHS for analysis. The oil in this sample was identified 
as "mineral oil" (petroleum based) having a concentration of 4400 ng/kg. 
The ES laboratory reported an oil and grease concentration of 1200 mg/kg 


from a split of the same sample. The greater concentration reported by the 
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DOHS laboratory was probably due to a difference in split spoon sampler 


depth. 


RWOCB Oil and Grease Cleanup Requirements 


Mr. Dale Boyer, project engineer with the RWOCB (personal communi- 
cation, 9 April 1986), suggested that as far as RWOCB was concerned cleanup 
requirements to date appeared to be sufficiently in order. However, the 
recent identification of the subsurface oil as mineral oil may warrant 


additional soil treatment or removal to satisfy the regulatory agency. 


Source of Black Liquid in SP Drainage Swale 


Ten exploratory trenches were excavated on Parcel C during 22 March 
1986 in an attempt to locate the source of the caustic liquid observed 
downgradient of EBWRI on the SP right-of-way. Observations concerning the 
origin of this liquid were made during the excavation of the trenches. The 


locations of the trenches are displayed on Figure 1. 


‘Trenches #1, #2, #3, and #4 were excavated downgradient of the EBWRI 
wash rack Encility whereas the remaining 6 trenches were excavated upgra- 
dient of the wash area. All trenches were excavated by Penhall Construc- 
tion Services, using a backhoe, to variable depths depending on the 
discovery of liquid seepage. All trenches were backfilled shortly after 
excavation. Soils encountered during trenching were visually classified 
according to the United Soil Classification System (USCS) by an ES field 
geologist. The logs of the trenches appear in Appendix A. Cross sections 
constructed from the trench logs are presented ine Figures 2), 3,7,and :4, 


Locations of these cross sections are displayed in Figure 1. 


Soil samples were taken from trenches #1, #2, #3, #4, and #5 with hand 
trowels. A new, clean trowel was used for each trench sampling. Approxi- 
mately 500 grams of soil were transferred to one-litre glass jars with 
aluminum foil-lined, self-sealing lids. Samples were taken to the ES: 
laboratory where they are being kept refrigerated. These Samples have not 
been analyzed by ES on the recommendation of Steve Cimperman of DOHS that 
any hazardous waste excavator/hauler would most likely require an in-house 


analysis to be performed and prior analyses would be redundant. 
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Trenches Downgradient of EBWRI 


Trenches #1 and #4 were excavated directly south of the SP railroad 
spur that runs through the wash rack facility. A black, soapy, oily liquid 
having a pH between 9 and 11 was encountered approximately 14 inches below 
the surface of the ballast. This liquid was observed to seep from the 


railroad ballast along the northwestern wall of the trench. 


Trenches #2 and #3 were excavated directly across (north) the railroad 
spur from trenches #1 and #4. A lesser volume of the soapy, oily liquid 
with a pH of 10.5 was observed emanating from the southern wall of trench 
#2 at a depth of approximately 20 inches. Trench #3 could not be excavated 
beyond a depth of 15 inches due to the presence of a sewer line in this 


area, but a muddy, oily liquid was discovered at this depth. 
Trenches Upgradient of EBWRI 


In order to assess potential sources associated with the former Durkee 
operations eavereiatrene es were excavated upgradient of the EBWRI wash 
rack facilities. Trenches #5 and #6 were excavated just east of the wash 
rack area. Trench #5 was located to the north of the SP railroad spur 
servicing the wash rack. Trench #6 was excavated in the railroad ballast 
between the tracks to a depth of 28 inches. No seepage was observed in 


either trench. 


Trench #7 was excavated downgradient of an in-ground sump associated 
with the former Durkee factory. The trench was dug to a depth of three 
feet in fill material that was rumored to be part of a "French drain" 
system. Ata depth of 18 inches a muddy liquid having a pH of 7 was 
encountered. Also, the liquid in the sump was observed to have a near- 
neutral pH of 6.5. These results are interesting in light of the fact that 
Harding Lawson Associates reported caustic liquids in the sump and in a 


test pit downgradient of the sump on 22 October 1985. 


Trenches #8 and #9 were excavated downgradient and northwest of the 
in-ground sump to see if the purported "French drain" could be followed to 
the wash rack area, and if it could provide a preferential pathway for the 
migration of potentially toxic substances from the Durkee site. Even 


though trench #8 was excavated to a depth of 24 inches no seepage was 
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detected. Seepage of liquid was encountered in trench #2 but the liquid was 
not caustic, displaying a pH of 7. This pH value is indicative of 
measurements of pH in soil and water Samples from the 2900 Sth Street 
property (Table 2). Soil pH data collected from the numerous test pits up 
and downgradient of the EBWRI facilities thus ‘suggest that contaminants 
responsible for the high PH observed originate on the 500 Heinz Avenue 


property versus the 2900 Fifth Street property. 


Figure 3 is a cross-sectional interpretation of a traverse connecting 
trenches #5, #6, #7, and #9. Of the five trenches excavated upgradient of 
the EBWRI facility, only #7 and #9 were observed to contain any seepage 


liquids and probably represent sections of the French drain systen. 


Examination of Figure 4 indicates that water levels upgradient of the 
Wash rack faciiity, in MW#1, MWnr2, and the trench near the southern 
property boundary, are on the order of 10 feet, while downgradient of the 
wash rack facility water levels of 1.5 feet were intercepted in the 
trenches. EBWRI must be contributing extensive quantities of liquids to 


bring water levels up to the shallow levels at which they are observed, 


Trench #10 was excavated just to the west of the 700 Heinz Avenue and 
2900 5th Street property border to a depth of 17 inches, No seepage was 


observed in this trench. 


Discussion of Results 
AS ee 


y 
vw 


The pH of liquids seeping into the ten trenches varied from near 
neutral (pH = 6.5) to caustic (pH = 11). All of the trenches downgradient 
of the EBWRI facility displayed elevated pH. Conversely, all of the 


trenches upgradient of the wash rack area show a PH near neutrality. 


PH Results Downgradient of EBWRI 


In order to evaluate the significance of these results several areas 
that have displayed historically high pH were also sampled. The pH of the 
liquid in the sp right-of-way drainage swale and in the concrete sump at 
the end of the swale were measured from between 6 and 7 on 22 March 1986. 
This historically low pH (Table 1) was probably due to dilution (after 
heavy rains) of the solution in the drainage swale, Previous and subse- 
quent measured pH values from these areas (Table 1) support the dilution 


hypothesis. 
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TABLE 1 


HISTORCIAL pH MEASUREMENTS AT WAREHAM DEVELOPMENT 
700 HEINZ AVENUE PROPERTY 


SS Ss sss 
_1985 1986 

Location 7 Aug 1 Oct 22 Oct 16 Jan 22 Mar 11 Apr 2 May 9 May 

anne cnn nner sss SS 


SP Railroad 
spur NT NI NT NT 9.5 NT 9.5 11 


SP drainage 
swale 13 10.26 NT 10 Gas 10.5 965 10 


Concrete sump 
to storm 
sewer NT NT NT NT 6.5 9.5 8 8 


EBWRI waste= 
water sump NT NT NT NT NT NT 13 12 


EBWRI chemi-= 
cal storage 


tank NT 10.30 NT NT NT NT NT NT 


HLS intercep- 
tor trench NT NT 11 NT NT NT NT NT 


HLS test pits 


TP=2 “NT NT 11 NT NT NT NT NT 
TP=3 NT NT 11 NT NT NT NT NT 
TP 5 NT’ Nr 11 NT - NT NT NT NT 


NT = not taken. 


u 


Examination of Table 1 reveals that the average PH of liquids sampled 
in the drainage swale is approximately 9.5 and ranges from a low of 6.5 
sampled on 22 March 1986 to a high of 13 sampled on 7 August 1985. The 
wide variability in pH is probably due to differing tank truck cargoes and 
applicable cleaning solutions associated with EBWRI operations, and 
dilution. 


Eleven observations of the sp right-of-way drainage swale occurred 
between 7 August 1985 and 9 May 1986. The pH varied from 6.5 to 13 during 
the seven times that the pH of the only liquid was recorded. Only liquid 


was observed in the drainage swale at all times, irrespective of weather. 
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However, pH levels taken rainstorm events tended to be lower diluting 
effect of the rainwater. The color of the liquid in the drainage swale 


also become lighter during the peak rainfall season. 


The pH of the liquid surfacing along the SP railroad spur tracks at 
the southwest corner of Parcel C ranged from between 9 and 10 on 22 March 
1986. This pH correlates closely with the pH of liquids found seeping into 
trenches excavated downgradient of the wash rack area and is within the 
historical range of measured pH values for this section of the site. An 


historically high pad of 11 was measured on 9 May 1986. 
HLA Interceptor Trench 


On 30 September 1985, Mr. Steve Cimperman of DOHS indicated that the 
preferred DOHS approach for preliminary determination of contaminant 
migration of caustic liquids offsite and remedial measures would entail the 
trenching of the area between the wastewater sump located in the southwest 
corner of the 700 Heinz Avenue property and SP drainage swale. This trench 
would be fitted with a perforated drain pipe and plumbed into the central 
EBWRI sump in order to intercept and contain any contaminant seepage 
occurring. On 22 October 1985, Harding Lawson Associates (HLA), environ- 
mental consultant to EBWRI, excavated and installed such a trench. During 
excavation of the trench, HLA personnel observed seepage of a black, 
caustic liquid emanating from the railroad ballast running through the 


EBWRI washing facility. 


ES personnel, on numerous inspection visits to the site, have never 
observed any pumpage of liquid being intercepted by the trench back into 
the central EBWRI sump. In addition, ES personnel have never observed any 
plumbing connecting the perforated interceptor drain pipe to the central 
sump; in fact, ES personnel have never observed the perforated interceptor 


drain pipe. 


pH Results Upgradient of EBWRI 


In addition to the pH of liquids sampled in trenches upgradient of the 
wash rack area the pH of several surface samples were taken. Samples were 
taken from puddled liquids in the southeast oil drain, the in-ground sump, 


and areas along the southern border of the property - an oil tank and a 
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water sump (Figure 1). All of these liquids displayed a measured pd of 


between 6 and 7. 


The area immediately south of this southeastern section ef Parcel C, 
where these puddled liquids were observed on 22 March 1986, was trenched on 
1 November 1985 (Pigure 1). Results of this trench excavation, as reported 
in the Phase III Progress Report, revealed that a black, oily liquid was 
observed seeping from the walls of the trench. Soil samples taken from 
this trench displayed a pH ranging between 7.35 and 7.65. These results 
suggest the possibility that liquids leaking from the oil drain and oil 
tank located along the southern border of the property may be responsible 
for the seepage observed in the trench. Also, there may be a pathway for 
the oily liquids in these tanks to migrate downgradient to the SP drainage 


swale. 


If the black, oily liquid observed in the drainage swale originated 
from contamination associated with the former Durkee operations, then the 
PH of the liquids sampled in the drainage swale should approach neutrality 
like the samples taken from the 2900 5th Street parcel (Table 2). De 
former Durkee operations were partially responsible for the contamination 
in the drainage swale, additional inputs from a source with a higher pH 
(EBWRL) would be needed to explain the high pd measured in liquid samples 
from the SP drainage swale. 

TABLE 2 


HISTORICAL. pH MEASUREMENTS AT WAREHAM DEVELOPMENT 
2900 5TH STREET PROPERTY 


2 Ee 


1985 
1 Nov 1 Nov 11 Nov. 11 Nov 14 Nov 14 Nov 
eS 
Sample ID Al B1 Bore #2 Bore #2 MW=1 MW=2 
Type Soil Soil Soil Soil Water Water 
15.0 


PH 7.35 7.65 7.40 9.38 6.95 6.80 
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Another possibility, although less likely, is that the high PH 
observed in soil samples from Parcel C and in puddled liquids from the sp 
drainage swale is an inherent property of the material used for fill. If 
the fill material had a high PH, then as liquids permeated the material the 
elevated pH material would be leached out and carried downgradient result- 
ing in the high pH liquid in the sp drainage swale. It could be argued 
that EBWRI's cleaning operations using caustic fluids and the elevated 


measured pH observed in the drainage swale is purely coincidental. 


Hazardous Waste Removal 
Re SO AES OSSO 


700 Heinz Avenue Property 


Hazardous wastes and related Storage facilities existing on the 700 
Heinz Avenue property have been inventoried by DOHS personnel to include at 
a minimum: an old caustic storage tank; a currently used waste chemical 
storage tank; EBWRI's caustic storage tank and associated piping; possible 
asbestos in hes nydesqenation building; and miscellaneous tanks, piping, 
hydrated lime, and the black liquid in the drainage swale. All of these 
materials, except for the possible asbestos in the hydrogenation building, 


are related to the past and present operation of EBWRI. 


In order to fully assess the potential hazardous substances related to 
the 700 Heinz Avenue property, EBWRI should manifest and submit all poten- 
tially hazardous substances purchased and/or stored on the site during 
operation of the facility to the DOHS. In addition, EBWRI should attempt 
to inventory the potentially hazardous solutions washed from the tank 
trucks during the lifetime of the washing operation. Cleanup of this site 
should take place until EBWRI shuts down it's operations and vacates the 


premises in June 1986. 


2900 5th Street Property 


The initial cleanup, removal, and legal disposal of potentially 
hazardous materials (not including any possible contaminated soil or 
groundwater) on this site, as manifested in the DOHS' "Determination of 
Imminent or Substantial Endangerment and Remedial Action" Order, was 
covered in the Wareham Development Phase I Report submitted to the DOHS on 


21 August 1985. All of these manifested materials were removed from the 
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site by 30 September 1985 except for twenty-two 55-gallon drums and three 
samller containers that were cataloged by ES personnel and presented in the 
Phase II Report for Wareham Development dated 7 October 1985. These items, 
along with some asbestos siding, were observed to still be present on the 
site on 9 May 1986. In response to DOHS' concerns over cleanup of these 
items, Wareham Development has presently contracted Ericksons, Inc. of 
Richmond, California to legally handle and remove the 55-gallon drums and 


asbestos siding from the premises. 


CONCLUSIONS 


The caustic, variable pH liquid found periodically in the SP right-of- 
way drainage swale appears to emanate from the ballast of the railroad spur 
that runs through the EBWRI wash area. Trenches downgradient of the wash 
rack area displayed liquids with relatively high pH originating from the 
railroad ballast. Trenches excavated upgradient of the wash rack area were 
either dry of atenlaved liquids that were near neutrality. These findings 
appear to indicate that the source of the caustic liquid that periodically 
appears in the drainage swale can be associated with the activities of 


EBWRI and not with former Durkee operations. 


The possibility that some material could be migrating from the former 
oil drain and tank area located in the southeast corner of Parcel C to the 
SP drainage swale needs further investigation. ‘Even though this may be a 
possibility, it appears that any contamination from this area could not 
contribute to the high pH's observed in the SP drainage swale. 


Any potentially hazardous waste associated with the past and present 
operation of EBWRI should be resolved by EBWRI. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. Monitor the drainage swale liquid for changes in pH and volume 
after the EBWRI closure in June 1986. This would verify whether 
the EBWRI operations were responsible for the pH liquid observed 
or whether it originates from sources independent of EBWRI 
operations. EBWRI has previously stated that they observed the 
black liquid in the SP drainage swale when they first started 
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operations there. Monitoring the drainage swale liquid would 


resolve this issue. 


EBWRI should prepare and present all interested parties with a 
manifest of chemicals purchased, stored on site, and/or cleaned 


from truck tanks during the life of their operations on Parcel C. 


_.Samples of the principal cleaning agents used should also be 


provided. 


Soils downgradient of the EBWRI facility should be sampled and 
compared to samples of chemicals used in the EBWRI operations to 


determine the type and extent of soil contamination. 


If the black caustic liquid persists after EBWRI has closed down 
operations, then a trench should be excavated south of the 
existing EBWRI business office, between the southeastern oil drain 
area of Parcel C and the SP drainage swale, to determine if the 
migration of any oily liquid associated with former operations 


could be migrating downgradient to the drainage swale. 


Very truly yours, 


Wy 


Richard S¥/Makdisi 
Project Manager 


WRK/NES/RSM/mmb/284 


cc: Mark Scher, Wareham Development 
Dale Boyer, Regional Water Quality Control Board 
F. G. Lynch, Department of Health and Human Services, City of Berkeley 
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20 January 1986 
Ref: 56449.00 


Wareham Development. 

Seventh Street Properties 

1120 Nye Street, Suite 400 

PB. 0. Bex 929 
San Rafael, CA 94915 


Attention: Mr. Mark A. Scher 


Subject: Wareham Development Phase III Report: Implementation of Site 
Characterization Plan and Recemial Action for the Seventh Street 
Properties II, Berkeley, California. 


INTRODUCTION 


This letter describes the implementation of the site characterization 
plan submitted by Engineering-Science (ES) to the North Coast Section, 
Toxic Substance Control Division, California Department of Health Services 
(DOHS) on 1 October 1985. Engineering-Science has been retained by Warehan 
Development to evaluate the extent of, and recommend controls for, any 
potentially hazardous waste substances discovered on the 2900 Stn sereet 


and 700 Heinz Avenue properties. 
vw 


Figure 1 shows the area under investigation. The 2900 Sth Street 
property is divided into Parcels A and B. Parcel B, the focus of investi- 
gation by ES, was the site of the Durkee Vegetable Oil Manufacturing Plant. 
All buildings and storage facilities on Parcel B have been removed over the 


last three months. 


The 700 Heinz Avenue property (referred to hereinafter as Parcel C) 
borders the 2900 5th Street parcels to the west (Figure 1). Parcel C is 
leased to the presently operational East Bay Wash Rack, Inc. (EBWRI) which 
operates a tank-truck washing facility. This operation utilizes detergents 
and caustic solutions in cleaning out the interior of the trucks' tanks. 
The solutions carried by the trucks are unrecorded but are assumably di- 
verse. The EBWRI lease on Parcel-C is due to expire in 1986 at which tine 


Parcel C will become part of the proposed Wareham Development Project. 


OFFICES IN PRINCIPAL CITIES 


ENG!INEERING-SCIENCE 


Mr. Mark Scher 
20 January 1986 
Page 2 


West of the EBWRI Parcel C area is the Southern Pacific Transportation 
Co. (SP) railway and easement property. In July 1985, a black-colored 
caustic liquid was discovered by DOHS personnel to have ponded in the 
drainage swale bordering the southwest corner of Parcel C on SP right-of- 
way as shown on Figure 1. The DOHS issued a "Determination of Imminent or 
Substantial Endangerment and Remedial Action" Order requiring EBWRI to 
mitigate the black liquid on 22 August 1985. The black caustic liquid was 
removed but reappeared approximately two weeks later. EBWRI subsequently 
retained Harding Lawson Associates (HLA) to respond to DOHS requests for 
remedial action. HLA in cooperation with DOHS completed trenching and took 
soil samples in the Parcel C area in an effort to determine the source of 
the black caustic liquid. ES personnel, auring their site visit of 1 
November 1985, first observed that the contaminated drainage swale area had 


been fenced off. 


PHYSICAL SETTING _ 


The Wareham Development Project site (Parcels A, B, and C) is essen- 
tially level; rectangular in shape with dimensions of approximately 874 
feet by 291 feet oriented with its long axis east-west. The regional slope 
is westward; a break in slope occurs just downgradient of the site, between 


the SP tracks and Aquatic Park. 


Subsurface rareria is encountered in exploratory boreholes, trenches, 
and test pits by ES onLAy and Peter Kaldveer and Associates, Inc. (PKAI) 
consisted of medium dense to dense silts and clays with minor sand and 
gravel lenses to a depth of approximately 35 feet. Below this depth, 
alternating layers of medium dense to dense sand and stiff silty clay 
extending to a depth of 51 feet were observed by PKAI beneath Parcel C 
(EB-1). Approximate locations of all exploratory boreholes, trenches, and 
test pits referred to are shown on Figures 1 and 3. Figure 2 shows cross 


sections based on borehole data from Parcels B and C. 


Geologically, the project site is underlain by the Temescal Formation, 
an alluvial fan deposit originating in the Berkeley Hills to the east of 
the site. The Temescal Formation consists of silt, clay, and sand with 


minor gravel and extends to a depth of 60 feet beneath the project area. 
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Underlying this formation is the Alameda Formation which extends to depths 


greater than 1000 feet in some sections of the Bay Area. 


SITE CHARACTERIZATION ACTIVITIES 


Site Characterization Activities focused on two principal objectives: 
1) to define the vertical and horizontal extent of contaminents most likely 
to be found in the environment given what was known about the site, and 2) 
to determine the source origin of the black caustic liquid observed down- 
gradient of EBWRI on the SP right-of-way. In order to meet these objec- 
tives a program involving soil sampling from trenches and boreholes, and 


the installation of two groundwater monitoring wells was implemented. 


The black, caustic liquid observed in the drainage swale was sampled 
by S. Cimperman of the DOHS on 1 October 1985 (Figure 3). The pH of this 
liquid was found to be quite high, 10.26, but lower than the pH of He 
reported by ES laboratory. for a black liquid residing in the swale on 7 
August 1985. Analysis of this liquid for metal species was performed by 
the Hazardous Materials Laboratory of the DOHS. All metal species analyzed 
for were below Total Threshold Limit Concentrations (TTLC) of the 
California Assessment Manual (CAM) (Table 1 andv2), The Liquid residing in 
the EBWRI chemical storage tank was also sampled at this time, and had a DH 
(10230) similar to the black, “caustic. liguic. Metal analysis of this 


liquid showed slightly higher concentrations, but still below TTLC levels. 


Five soil samples were collected by ES personnel between 1 October and 

11 November 1985 from iocations shown on Figure 3. One sample was taken 
just southwest of the border between Parcel B and C, and was analyzed for 
oil and grease. Two samples were taken during the excavation of an explor- 
atory trench across the Parcel B/Parcel C border, and were analyzed for pH, 
oil and grease, and nickel. The last two soil samples were taken during 
the construction of the groundwater monitoring wells (Figure 3), and these 
samples were analyzed for pH, oil and grease, aromatic hydrocarbons (ben= 
zene, toluene, and xylenes), and nickel. Oil and grease, and aromatic 
hydrocarbons analyses were performed due to the presence of a diesel vault 


on Parcel B. Nickel was analyzed as numerous 55 gallon drums of nickel 


catalyst were observed on Parcel B during the initial site reconnisance. A 
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hazardous substance inventory of materials removed from the site was 


presented in ES' phase II submission to DOHS. Analytical results for these 


soil samples are contained in Appendix A. 


Soil samples, except for the samples taken from the groundwater well 
boreholes, were taken with hand trowels. A new, clean trowel was used for 
each sampling, and after used for sampling, trowels were rinsed in methanol 
and distilled water back at the ES laboratory. Soil samples from the 
groundwater well boreholes were taken with a split-spoon sampler used in 
conjunction with an 8-inch diameter hollow sten auger. Approximately 500 
grams of soil were transferred to one-litre glass jars with aluminum foil- 


lined, self-sealing lids. Samples were refrigerated until analysis could 


be performed. 


Trenching/Pit Development 


On 1 October 1985, ES personnel observed a black, viscous, oily sub- 
stance permeating the soil just southwest of the Parcel B/Parcel C border 
across the SP easement. The sample taken from this soil was found to 


contain 780 mg/kg of oil and grease, 


As a result of this discovery and in accordance with proposed site 
characterization work outlined in the phase II report, a 2-foot wide, 
22-foot long exploratory trench was constructed south of the Parcel B/ 
Parcel C border. The location of this trench is shown on Figure 3. The 
trench was excavated by Thomas D. Eychner, Inc., the Wareham Development 
demolition contractor, using a backhoe, to a depth of 12 feet. Soils 
encountered Boe trenching were visually classified according to the 
Unified Soil Classification System (USCS) by a ES field geologist. The log 


of the trench appears in Appendix B. 


As excavation of the trench proceeded, narrow lenses of a black, oily 
liquid were observed along the walls of the trench, extending from approxi- 
mately 1.5 feet to 4 feet below the ground surface. Two soil samples, Aji 
and Bl, were taken from the trench (Table 1). Sample Aji, taken from a 
depth of 1.5 feet, had a pH of 7.35, and contained 120 mg/kg oil and grease 
and 29 mg/kg nickel. The deeper sample, B1, had a slightly higher pH 


(7.65), and contained nominally more oil and grease (210 mg/kg) and nickel 


(70 mg/kg) than sample Aj. 
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HLA in cooperation with DOHS constructed a trench between the drair 
cauldron and the SP drainage seep near the southwest corner of Parcel ( 
potentially intercept the black alkaline liquid that had been observec 
accumulate in the drainage swale. While trench excavation was unden 
HLA representatives observed a black liquid having a pH of 11 seeping 
the southwest wall of the trench. A soil sample taken by S. Cimpermar 
DOHS was taken from the interceptor trench and was analyzed for PCB's 
Total Metals (Table 1 and 2). All analyses reported were below the Tc 


Threshold Limit Concentrations (TTLC) for the constituents identified. 


In addition to the trench, HLA and DOHS excavated five test pits 
the Parcel C property (Figure 1). Three of the test pits, TP-2, TP-3, 
TP-5, all located on or to the south of the sP easement that bisects Par 
C, showed seepage of a black caustic liquid. TP-1 and TP-4, located nc 


of the Parcel C-SP easement showed no Sign of seepage. 


Groundwater Well Installation 
oO 


As set forth in ES' site characterization plan submitted to DOHS o 
October 1985, in order to characterize the hydrogeology and groundwa 
quality of the project site, ES inspected the installation of two grou 
water monitoring wells by PKAI on 11 November 1985 (Figure i). Well c 
Struction summaries are presented in Appendix C. The monitoring wells w 
located to assess potential groundwater pollution based on the history 
the site. Of primary concern was the potential contamination by die 
fuel from the diesel vault located on the south-central portion of Par 
B. One monitoring well, MW1, was placed upgradient of the diesel vault 
establish background levels of contamination while MW2 was placed downg: 
dient of the vault. The monitoring wells could not be placed closer to 
site of the diesel vault due to the presence of reinforced concrete slab 
up to 2 feet in thickness. The monitoring well installation was comple: 
to specifications in accordance with recomnendations of the Regional Wa: 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) (Dale Boyer, personal communication, 


November 1985), which was informed of the installation. 


Two split spoon samples were taken during the drilling of MW2, one 


a depth of between 3 and 4 feet, and one at a depth of between 13.5 and 
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was not a significant factor on Parcel B. This also suggests that the 
highly caustic nature of the black liquid observed seeping into the SP 


drainage swale is not due to sodium hydroxide contamination from Parcel B. 


The pH of the liquid taken from the SP right-of-way drainage swale 
showed a wide variability. On 7 August 1985, ES personnel sampled the 
liquid and reported a pH of 13, while samples (liquid and solid) taken from 
the caustic tank on Parcel C showed lower values of pH (9.3 and 9.6). Ont 
October 1985, the pH of the drainage swale liquid was 10.26 as reported by 
DOHS. The pH of the liquid in the drainage swale correlates closely to the 
pH (10.30) of a DOHS liquid sample taken from the chemical storage tank 
(Figure 3) on the same date. This suggests than the liquid in the chemical 


storage tank may be the source of the liquid in the SP drainage swale. 


The pH of the diluted solution (after heavy rains) in the drainage 


Swale varied from between 8.5 and 10 when measured on 16 January 1986. 


Metal Species 


Concentrations of all metal species tested from the soil samples 
analyzed by DOHS and ES were below Total Threshold Limit Concentration 
(TTLC). Of particular interest to Parcel B was the concentration of nickel 
found on the site. The soil samples taken from Parcel B, Al, B1, Bore #2 
(3-4 feet), and Bore #2 (13.5-15.0 feet), showed nickel concentrations of 
29, 70, 29, and 45 mg/kg respectively. These concentrations are well below 


the 2000 mg/kg TTLC for nickel. 
Oil and Grease 


Soil oil and greaSe from samples #1, Al, Bi, Bore #2 (3-4 feet), and 
Bore #2 (13.5-15.0 feet) had reported concentrations of 780, 120, 210, 
1200, and 660 mg/kg respectively. Even though there are no DOHS guidelines 
or standards for oil and grease maximum allowable concentrations, it ap- 
pears that these concentrations are low enough that soil removal or soil 
treatment to remove oil and grease will probably not be required. The 
RWQOCB does not require removal of soil if the oil and grease are confined 
to the unsaturated soil zone and no direct water infiltration of the soil 
occurs. Even though the oil and grease appears to be confined to the 


unsaturated zone, direct water infiltration probably occurs and in this 
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case the soil may have to be removed or treated. The RWQCB requires treat- 
ment, removal, or discharge permitting if oil and grease concentrations 


exceeds 25 mg/l over a 30-day average as secondary water discharge. 


The oil and grease found in the soils of Parcel B most likely resulted 
from leakage of the vegetable oil storage tanks on the property. If the 
oil and grease is found to be vegetable in origin and is not considered a 


health hazard, it may not require any additional action. 


The black, caustic liquid found in the SP easement drainage swale 
downgradient of Parcel C displayed an oil and grease concentration of 23 


mg/l when sampled by ES on 29 July 1985. 


Diesel and Hydrocarbons 


The concentration of diesel found in the two groundwater samples from 
MW1 and MW2 were below the <0.05 mg/l analytical detection limit. The con- 
centrations from soils sampled by ES on 13 September 1985 from directly 
beneath (0.31 mg/kg) and downgradient (0.26 mg/kg) of the diesel vault are 
also relatively low. The concentrations in both the groundwater and soils 
are less than RWQCB and DOHS action levels. The aromatic hydrocarbons found 
in the soil sample from Bore #2 probably resulted from the degradation of 


diesel that leaked from the diesel vault. 


PCBs 


Because of the low concentrations (<20 ug/g) of PCB's reported for 
Samples taken from the site a serious hazard does not exist from this 
constituent. The PCB concentration reported was less than the 20 ug/g 
detection limit. TTLC levels for PCB are given in CAM as 50 ug/g. Thus no 


further action is needed to remove any possible PCB's from Parcel B. 


CONCLUSIONS 


The near neutral pH found in soil and groundwater samples from Parcel 
B suggests that the highly caustic (pH = 11) liquid observed in samples 
collected from Parcel C does not originate from Parcel B. The ultimate 
source of the black caustic liquid may be the storage tank found on the 


EBWRI facility. The oily black caustic liquid pH levels suggests that it 
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is probably washed via EBWRI washdown activities toward the concrete sump 


location on SP easement south of parcel C. 


The oil and grease found in the soils on Parcel B is probably the 
result of vegetable oil contamination resulting from leakage or spillage 
from the vegetable oil storage tanks of the old Durkee manufacturing plant. 
The vegetable oil may be washed through the soil in the direction of the 


local gradient. 


Samples taken by DOHS from the SP right-of-way drainage and the HLA 
interceptor trench must be considered to be spot samples and only represen- 
tative at the time of sampling. The nature of EBWRI's facilities in which 
different tank-trucks with diverse cargoes are washed daily necessitates 
periodic sampling over a long period of time in order to assess any changes 
in liquids observed downgradient of the wash-rack facility. If the ulti- 
mate origin of the black, caustic liquid was to be found then a periodic 


sampling protocol should have been implemented by DOHS. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. A flash test should be performed on the subsurface oils to confirm 


their vegetable oil status. 


2. Trenching from the point where the 17-foot railroad easement drain 
crosses the Parcel B/Parcel C property line and south until inter- 
secting the southern property line would establish whether the 
black caustic liquid was originating from Parcel B. A trench of a 


Minimum depth of 3 feet is recommended. 


‘Very truly yours, 


Neal E. Siler 
Geologist 


7 os 
7 Richard S. Makdisi 
Project Manager 
NES/RSM/mmb/263a 
ENCwc 
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(APPLICATION REQUESTING DESIGNATION FOR LANDMARK STATUS) 


“§: Ordinance A are Individual Landmark $50. 0O Hist ; A 
so etable Oil Co., later Durkee $50.00 Historical Dist. $100.00 
1. Name of ie Famous Foods plant Survey Code No. 
2. Building® (8) Site Xx Open Space 


3. County Alameda 4. City Berkeley 94710 


5. Street 2900 5th Street/ 740-810 Heinz Avenue 


6. Vietaicy (if rural) 


ea portion: ware operties, Box , san Rafael, CA 94915 


. 8. Presert ovner west portion: 


9. Original Owner (if known) Stauffer Oil ‘Company 


10. Date of Construction 1916-7; 1929; agua Sty lecarly 20c utilitarian; Art Dece 


Paulson _& Marini a ane | fuss 
2h Architect/Builder Izyeve Ronneberg (1 653) Original Use vegetable oil factory 


14, Historic Value: national state county_% cityX_ neighborhood X 
none 


15. Architectural Value: national state county city X neighbor- 


hood X none 
16. Notable Garden or IE Mtl tas yes no * 
i7. Photographs: contemporary historical 
; dates 965 datesc 1926, C1940, anho 
as leper Marvin photographer unknown 
Pee ere BAHA ag A 


18. Bibdliography: pubiiened Sources 
Public Records 


see D. ” Interviews 
Other. 
19. Block Pitter tu Lot noel roi? dn. Lot Size: So appx. 700' E-W 
; Depth _@bpx. 275, NS 
M 6 


22, Current Zoning Status Y 23. Adjacent Property PRA Status 


24. Present Use: residential (single family__ multiple? 2) it ice 
store public other ze ‘x specify_~ ght ‘Seustrial 


25. Adjacent Property Use (chi apply): residential(single 


family __ m™! 187 fice xstorex public 


other_*~_ sp! “industrial 


— - dl ets a 2S) ames aan ab aa See os. ME me Se ee SR —_—_——— oer or or _— nen ee ee ee f : 


26, Assessed Property Value: current 5 yrs. ago 10 yrs. ago 


77. Present Condition of Property: exterior: rs A Oh zl pn hei | 
interior: exceilent__good__fair__poor__ 


grounds: excellent__good__fair__poor__: 


en ta t 
28. Property Endangered: yesX_20 source, if yes development pressure in W.Berx. 


39. Potential New Property Uses: : 


30. History: Sriefly descirbe the historical significance of this property. 
The Vegetable Oil Company, predecessor of Durkee on this site, appears to have been 


one of the earliest industries to locate in this southern portion of West Berkeley. In 
the 1903-11 Sanborn maps, only one property (Golden West Distilling Co. at SW Shacks Syfell-4 Meee 
Grayson) is mapped west of Sacramento Street from Dwight to Folger, while block books 
fron the 1910s show the area still owned in large strips of land from San Pablo to the be 
by the Snyders, Graysons, etc. (West Berkeley north of Channing, and Emeryville even 
more so, were already fully mapped and extensively industrialized. ) 

The earliest buildings now on the Durkee site were built in 1916-17 for Stau=ter cil 
Co., by contractors Paulson & Marini, all giving San Francisco addresses on the puilcing . 


Wl.: Architecture: Briefly describe the appearance of this ‘Structure. 
“dicate notable features as well as later alterations and changes. In- 
elude notable landscaping oF natural features. é ee 

The buildings now standing on the historic Vegetable 0i1/Durkee plant site are &;5 
plus 3 clusters of tanks and other industrial appurtenances including cyclone fencing arc 
(inactive) railway spur tracks running east-west along both sides and down the middle of 
the site. The site extends about a block east and west of 5th Street and south of Heinz - 
Avenue two buildings deep: umeven blocks and unopened streets characterize this area 
whose earliest developmen? was industrial. : ; a 

Of the 5 brick structures on the site, the smokestack and the copra warehouse cave 
from the original plan* of 1916-17; the Durkee/Margarine Building (as well as the upper 


&» } ae 


. [ see page : 
32. Location Map (nearest intersection | 33. Photograph (Contact print fro= 


P or persaanent landmark) 35mm black and white photo 
| vk | | attached 


“HEINZ AY. 


a 


s 


oth ray 


34. Additional Commeats oF Continuation of Previous Answers - 


o 


mm 


35. Recorder: Nase Setty Marvin ; ar TLele 
Address ZAHA, 20x S139 4 O67 On Date 4/85 


oo: 
— 
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30. History, cont'd 


permits.John Stauffer seems to have been a San Francisco chemical manuf 
active in the industrial development of southwest Berkeley, listed in t 
Berkeley directory as president of California Nut Products and West Coa 
vice president of San Francisco Sulphur Co., SF Sulphur just east of th 
and West Coast Kalsomine in the former Golden West distillery. By the 
opened it was known as Vegetable Oil Company (Benj. J. Rice, superinten 
successive Sanborn updates label the buildings "To Be Stauffer Oil Co." 
Vegetable Oil Co. copra oil mill", the 1919 permit to build oil tanks i 
Vegetable Oil Co., and the Oakland Chamber of Commerce's Oakland Achiev 
"Vegetable Oil Co., 5th & Snyder Streets, Berkeley (cocoanut oil and me 
industries located here in 1920." Sanborn maps indicate that from 1920 
physical plant was approximately as shown in a photo in Industrial Oakl 
a site plan labeled "VOCo, 4/6/29" (both attached), with two clusters o 
served by three spur tracks. The creek on the plan, and trees in the ph 
area a semi-rural character even in the late 1920s. VOCo's last known b 
is dated Feb. 13, 1928, for a cooling tower, Marini again the contracto: 
plan was apparently drawn in connection with the takeover by Glidden Fo 
Durkee Famous Foods: their first permit, for alteration of the copra wa 
dated April 25, 1929, and those for the Margarine (Durkee) Building and 
boiler room buildings followed on June 12 and August 10. 

Reasons for the change of ownership have not come to light, other - 
industrial expansion and centralization. The Berkeley Chamber of Commer: 
Oct. 5, 1929, reported that "Glidden Food Products Co., operating in tw: 
buildings in West Berkeley, will remove their entire business office fr: 
to the plant at 800 Heinz...making this city the center of their distril 
same time the name will be changed to Durkee Famous Foods Inc. This cor} 
is’ nationally known...is contributing materially to the development of « 
district...The beautiful new building which they have just completed on 
site in West Berkeley is a fine contribution to this city...." 

Building permits and Sanborn maps show the plant expanding steadil); 
and expanding greatly in 1947, with permits for new hydrogenation plant, 
tower, deodorizer, office/storage, electric sign, an experimental baker} 
in that year alone. Plans that have been preserved give more informatior 
tanks and vats and refinery equipment within the various buildings than 
ings themselves: all processes from arrival of seeds to departure of pac 
took place here. Clippings from 1946 & 47, when civilian industry was »b: 
in the, piant's rather shadowy early years, describe it as the largest ec 
refinery cn the Pacific Coast, “crushing all vegetables for oils," refir 
and manufacturing margarine, mayonnaise, salad oil, and livestock meal. 
there were 7 other Durkee plants in the country; "its parent company is 
Co. withshome office in Cleveland...Newell Beatty, in charge of the loceé 
vice-president of the Glidden Co." The Berkeley plant claimed 2 city blc 
10 buildings, and 225 employees. 

Site plans indicate that the plant was at its height in the late 4( 
(1958 map attached). In 1960 Durkee acquired the Stauffer Chemical/SF Su 
to the east (to 7th St.) and built and remodeled for their own use. By 1 
correspondence show the owner as Glidden-Durkee Division of SCM; in 1974 
closed. In 1977. (Gazette, 1/6/78, reported sale of "two of Berkeley's la 
industrial buildings") it was bought by Agricom of SF, also a refiner of 
and permit applications resume for seed hoppers, deodorizers, etc., unti 
bankruptcy in 1984. Agricom subdivided parts of the property: 730 Heinz 
includes correspondence on creating a separate parcel of the copra wareh 
adjoining land, and for several years other parts have been rented for v 
businesses and live-work uses (at least one of which continues the food 

Though now thinned out to about half the buildings. historically on 
Durkee complex remains a distinguished sample of early 20th century indu 


tecture in Berkeley, and the courtyard at the west end retains some Ole 
of the self-contained industrial compound. Even the transite buildings a 
the 1947 hydrogenation plant are period pieces: the rhythm of their gabl 
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At second-story level is a decorative brick frieze of basketweave and slightly 
projecting soldier & header courses. About 3' above is the first level of the parapet, 
with brick coping. About 10' in, the parapet rises perhaps 16% StGanene Upain ats 
first step, and then another 5' or so to the top. Copings are concrete, flush with 

the wall and chamfered back. Tne tallest center section has 4 tall metal-sash windows 
set high up, each in a slightly recessed panel leaving pilasters about 1' wide between. 
The pilasters have concrete Art Deco fountain caps, at the level of the flanking para- 
pets. Also at this level is a frieze similar to the one below but using bricks cut and 
set diagonally. The outer parapets have concrete-linteled slits like crenellations in 
line with the 4 windows, but outside the roofline so sky shows through. 

The west wall is hidden by the Hydrogenation Plant (Blg. 34), and from 1947-78 a 
large Durkee sign, in neon-edged free-standing script letters, stood on top of this 
side of the building facing the bay and freeway. Along the east wall is a recent metal 
shed roof and enclosure over a loading dock: until 1975 (demo. permit, 800 Heinz) 
the 170' between here and 5th Street was occupied by two more of the original brick 
refinery buildings. The south wall has the same stepped brick parapet as the north 
facade, but without the ornament. 

This building was constructed in part in 1916: drawings by Paulson & Marini and 
permit 5858 for the "old refinery" at 5th and Heinz are dated Sept. 1916 and the two 
appear on the same Sanborn layer , where this is shown as a l=?) story, 24°» high buil- 
ding with skylit roof on steel girders. Alteration permit 32608, April 25, 1929, is 
for altering the warehouse at 740 Heinz, specifying that the $22,000 “cost does not 
exceed 50% of original cost." : at this time the monitor roof and 54' height appear in 
Sanborn maps, while the footprint remains the same. As for the rest of the 1929 work, 
the designer was Trygve Ronneberg and the contractor Dinwiddie Construction Co. The 
concrete ornament on the Heinz Avenue parapet is clearly related to the 1929 Durkee 
Building; the exact line between old and new fabric is not immediately obvious. 

The Hard Butter Building (demolished June 1985) was the preduct of a similar 
even more extensive reworking of an older building: essentially a new reinforced- 
concrete-framed 3-story building, plans indicate that it incorporated the lower por- 
tion of a stepped-parapet 1916 brick building as part of its first floor. 


The Whitkee Building-Shistorically the Margarine Building, Building 5, 2900 5th 
Street--¥8"the one” entire y new major building of 19298 on a formerly vacant portion 
of the site*°and” the most “showily styled. It was” built under permit 32843, June 12, 
1929, for a factory, new, $50,000. Plans were by Trygve Ronneberg or Sie, «etructural 
engineer, with N. Ronneberg of Chicago as consulting engineer. It is a 2-story building, 
brick on a reinforced concrete frame, about 105 x 120' and 35' high (6 bays on Heinz 
by 5 bays on 5th). Like the copra warehouse and Hard Butter Blg., wall surfaces are 
common brick in American bond, plain except for slightly projecting pilasters at the 
bay divisions. Ornament oh the Heinz and 5th Street frontages is concrete: the exposed 
base, second floor, and roof slab lines and matching coping at the top of the parapet, 
and cast cement of similar color and mass and finish as caps to the inner pilasters 
(at roof-slab level) and as elaborate window and door frames, stepped pilaster tops,& 
diamond-trimmed copings on the elevated parapets of the end bays on the two street 
frontages. The northwest corner of the building, at the corner of 5th and Heinz, where 
the main pedestrian entrance and stair tower are located, is the most ornate, with 
two-story windows in tall cast concrete frames like stylized stage boxes: the balconies 
at their bottoms are cement over brick built out in steps, as detailed in the plans. 
The pedestrian entrance, facing 5th Street, is half a story below the factory first 
floor which is at loading dock level; it has a tall 4-stepped cement surround of 
geometric panels whose top is even with the other first-floor openings, inscribed 
"Durkee Famous Foods Inc." The double door and 5-sided transom are new glass and sash 
but approximately original in shape: the original door had brass kickplates and tall 
sidelights. No two of the ornamented bays are quite alike, ornament decreasing in 


proportion to distance from the grand entrance. Further distinction is given to the 
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entry corner and 5th St. axis by the use of larger panes in the windows. 

There are unadorned pedestrian doors in the lst, 3rd, and 5th bays on Heinz, 
and loading doors on east and west elevations; otherwise bays are mostly filled by 
two large, ceiling-high, multi-paned metal sash windows each, with concrete sills anc 
(the slab lines) lintels. East and west loading docks have suspended metal canopies. 
East and south elevations have the same paired windows and common brick and slab lines 
as the street frontages, but except for the return ornament on the NE corner tay, lack 
ornment: coping is brick, and pilasters are exposed cement. The south side was 
separated from the Hard Butter Building by the width of a railroad track, and joined 
to it by a concrete and steel bridge at second floor level, and another "pipe bridge” 
connected that to the refinery to the west. 

Plans indicate interior uses and details: refrigerated rooms with insulated walls 
of cork and plaster and double windows (steel sash outside, wooden inside) on the first 
floor; tempering rooms for melting fat on the second floor; center monitor skylight; 
split brick paving; chute connecting firstand second floor mayonnaise rooms; rooms for 
margarine churning end packing; general cffice, steno and 3 private offices, waiting 
room, and rest rooms in the front baysarcund the stair tower. 


The Spice Warehouse Building 6, is SE of the Durkee building; its west wall, 
with two fire doors, was a party wall with the Boiler Room. It is about 80' x 100' in 
plan,with a loading dock along its north side facing into the courtyard formed by the 
backs of the Durkee Building and 810 Heinz. This wall is brick, with various doors 
below the loading dock canopy, and 2 continuous band of steel sash above, to a total 
height of about 20'. The south wall, on the boundary of the property, is brick, solid 
except for 2 metal rolling doors. The east wall, opposite 3 huge metal tanks, is solid 
brick with a very shallow-peaked parapet corresponding to the slope of the truss roof, 
Drawings show 4 steel trusses; walls are described as 8" key brick. 

This appears to be the $16,000 one-story "butter room" at 2940 5th, built under 
permit 50891, July 1, 1941, designed by R.J. Fisher and buiit by Dinwiddie Constructio: 
both of the same S.F. address. It is also called “shortening warehouse” and "grocery 
products” on other site plans. 


The Experimental Kitcherg Building 27A, is similar in structure and materials to 
Building 6, on the same courtyard. It is 45' x 49' in plan, its back wall along the 
east property line, its brick front, with one large multi-pane window and 2 single 
effice door, facing the back of the Durkee Building, and its north wall adjoining 810 
Heinz. It has American bond common brick walls, tar & gravel roof, & stands 12' high. 
It was apparently built under permit 51781, Oct. 10, 1941, asa $5000 storege building, 
same designer end builder as Building 6. 


“B10 Heinz J ed joining ‘the north wall of the Experimental Kitchen and extending 97' 
are leet by 57' deep, encloses the fourth side of the courtyard behind the Durkee 
Building, It is corrugated asbestos on steel frame, with a gable roof running E-W, 
2dout 12' high at the eaves and 22' at the peak. A large proportion of its wall area 
contains big metal-sash windows; there is a large vehicle door in the second bay east. 
This building apparently dates from permit 38441, April 5, 1934, for a $€C00 office 
and warehouse building at 826 Heinz, Durkee Famous Foods owner and contractor, Henry 
D. Oliphant of 1734 Campbell St., Oakland, architect. 


“Building 34} just south of the copra warehouse across the spur track, labeled 
varidusly the New Meal Warehouse, Finished Stock Warehouse, and Empty Container Ware- 
house, is a large gable-roofed structure of corrugated transite on steel, about 74' x 
125', the long dimension and gable running north-south, 20' high at the eaves, B52 at 
the peak. It is slightly L-shaped at the SE corner, where a cluster of large tanks is 
located. It dates from permit 38517, May 28, 1934, for a $10,000 steel frame building 
at 738 Heinz, Durkee Famous Foods owner and contractor. It replaced an earlier wood- 
frame storage building. 
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Building 35, against the west wall of the copra 
warehouse at the west end of the complex along Heinz, is another corrugated transite 
building on steel frame. It is 67' x 40' in plan, with a shed roof sloping down from 
the copra warehouse's parapet level; at its highest point, along the copra warehouse, 
is a sort of half-monitor with louvred side. There is a rolling door in its west bay 
on Heinz, and its west wall has large metal-sash windows--described on the 1958 insur- 
ance map as explosion venting windows. Its permit is dated Feb. 6, 1947, for a 
$12,000 warehouse, Herrick Iron Works engineer, W.H. Wisheropp builder: this was one 
of a large number of improvements made in 1947. 


Major elements no longer in existence, in addition to the Boiler Room and Hard 
Butter Building, are the 2 other 1916 brick refinery buildings between the copra 
warehouse and 5th Street (demolished c. 1975), the machine shops and cluster of tanks 
(including a tall steel water tower with Durkee sign) between the meal warehouse and 5th, 
and the various scales and other equipment associated with the three railroad spurs 
around and through the site. In 1960 Durkee acquired the property east of 810 Heinz 
as far as 7th Street, and used its now-demolished buildings.for about a decade; 
fairly late in its career the plant also extended tanks, electrical equipment, and 
the like west beyond the hydrogenation building. 


18. Bibliography . 
pa tare Chamber of Commerce, Oakland Achievement, Dec. 1920 
, Industrial Oakland, 1926 
Berkeley Chamber of Commerce, Tourist & Business Survey, 1924 
~ » Courier OCt~5;41929. 
clippings, Berkeley Gazette ?, Dec. 2, 1946; May 20, 1947; 2??? 1954: Donogh coll., BAHA 
Brian Horrigan, “Berkeley's Apchitectural Heritage", Gazette, Sep. 9, 1977. 
WPA, Berkeley, the First 75 Years, 1941 (photo) 
Gazette, Jan. 6, 1978, "Big Plants to Reopen..." 


Sanborn Maps, Oakland v.3 (1903-11); Berkeley v. 2 (1911-31-58 & current ) 
building permits & property files, City of Berkeley 
drawings & site plans, courtesy of Wareham Group & R. Auerbach 


city directories, 1900-43 


2.6 


BST » efi 
- P 9) 
j rae iy 7 ; . 
: we (QED a iar? tie i ¢ > 
7 mee mas e oe a > Pr 
: : 5 Ames 3 # 
OD SSG Coy — ae bate ba Shc 2 8 _— 
we es premort ey : : 
way ee ‘Yad 2 7 ef ar ' ah ae 7 al ° i > = ’ : ; : ' 
7 7 — a - : | i y 
= . r 
i 2 —% - a : 
a - Se 
Y 4 
| 
a a ie: | 
oT ad 
-_ 
- 
- 
7 : 
; 7 é 
é » % A ( - 7 


ot , - 
ID? bie we Gece ie 
Ti pA Vis vee. «Nes, a a7, 
to ion ites ony 


es eo 
hy Thagnens 
io 
ao 
- : ' 
ie 7 
| 


May 29, 1987 


AQUATIC PARK CENTER — DURKEE SITE 
WAREHAM DEVELOPMENT 
Project #8619-A 


OUTLINE CHRONOLOGY OF PROJECT 


1/31/85 - 810 Heinz Demolition Permit Application 
- 2900 Fifth Street Demolition Permit Application 
2/11/85 - Two Demolition Permits improperly issued 
2/85-6/85 - Demolition proceeds on site 
6/13/85 - LPC Meeting 
- discuss landmarking 
6/17/85 - LPC Meeting 
; - requests City Manager to reinstate Stop Work 
Order 
7/4/85 - Landmark Application filed 
7/15/85 — LPC Meeting 
- landmark status amended to include entire site 
8/6/85 — LPC Meeting— Public Hearing 
- Durkee Landmark Application approved 
8/20/85 - Wareham Development files appeal 
9/10/85 - City Council Appeal 


- referred back to LPC to allow staff time to 
prepare appeal report 


9/16/85 — LPC Meeting 
- clarified intent upon designation of landmark 
status 
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Wareham Development 


Project #8619-A 
May 29, 1987 


Page 2 


10/8/85 


11/11/85 


11/14/85 


1/13/86 


2/5/86 


2/86-6/86 


6/86 
8/18/86 


8/25/86 


8/26/86 
10/17/86 
10/22/86 


10/30/86 
11/6/86 
11/10/86 


First discussions with Gil Kelley for preparation of 
11/11/85 LPC Meeting - time line confirmed with Neil 
Mayer — 4—-month minimum, 6—month maximum for EIR 
Report 


LPC Meeting 
- demolition permits suspended 


Time line expanded by Kelley and Mayer - 20 weeks to 
32 weeks 


First Task Force Meeting 
- RFPs out to EIR consultants 


Task Force Meeting 
- EIR consultant chosen and introduced 
- public meeting for EIR scope set for 2/20/86 
- first EIR draft to staff by 3/7/86, public draft 
to be issued 3/31/86 


Development of Site Plans, Building Plans, Elevations 
for EIR 


Draft EIR issued 


LPC Meeting - Public Hearing 
- EIR review 


Board of Adjustments Meeting — Public Hearing 
- EIR review 
—- approval to proceed with final EIR with 30-day 
public review period 
Mitigation Package delivered to Wareham 
Mitigation Meeting 


Meeting with Gil Kelley and EIR consultant 
Mitigation Meeting 


Site Review with City Traffic Engineer 
Mitigation Meeting 


Mitigation Meeting 
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Wareham Development 
Project #8619-A 
May 29, 1987 


Page 3 
11/22/86 - LPC Site Visit 

- relocated Building F due to LPC suggestions 
12/1/86 - LPC Special Meeting 

- follow-up to Site Meeting to discuss comments on 

EIR to be sent to Board of Adjustments 
12/11/86 - Board of Adjustments Meeting 
- certification of EIR 
12/15/86 - LPC Meeting (informal) 

— Purpose was for LPC to request additional infor- 
mation from Wareham, and to review plans in 
informal setting 

1/5/87 - LPC Meeting (informal) 


- discussed massing of site 
- discussed that smokestack may be unfeasible due 
to cost ($300, 000-500, 000) 


1/20/87 - LPC Meeting (informal) 
- discussed massing of Building C as two-story for 

Xoma Corporation 
- LPC requested partial second story on Building E 


2/9/87 - LPC Meeting (informal) 
— discussed massing 
- reduced Building C to one-story, and increased 
Building E to two stories, reflecting LPC 
suggestions 
- costs for "fake" smokestack estimated at $140, 000 
2/19/87 - Task Force Meeting 
- explanation of mitigations 
2/27/87 - Mitigation Meeting 
3/6/87 - Mitigation Meeting 
3/16/87 - LPC Meeting - Public 


- public testimony 
— meeting continued until 3/30/87 
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Wareham Development 
Project #8619-A 
May 29, 1987 


Page 4 
3/30/87 - LPC Meeting - Public Hearing continued 

— approved project except smokestack 
4/15/87 - Wareham Appeal on smokestack filed to City Council 
5/5/87 - City Council Meeting - Public Hearing 

- agreed to workshop session concerning smokestack 
5/7/87 - Workshop Meeting — City Hall 
5/11/87 - Workshop Meeting 

City Council Meeting - Public Hearing 

5/19/87 - City Council Meeting - Public Hearing 

- reversed LPC ruling 
A: WO#6: CHRON1TR. DE 
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ATIAC AMEN A 


TO CUNDITIONS 
OF ARERR CAL 


Jurest.,, 1987 


Mr. Gil Kelley 

City of Berkeley 

Rent Stabilization Board 
2180 Milvia Street, .Room,Z06 
Berkeley, CA 94704 


RE: SEVENTH STREET PROPERTY v.JKAMN 


Dear Mz. Kelley: 


I have enclosed for your files an executed copy of the 
Settlement Agreement in the above matter. 


Very truly yours, 
HORWICH & WARNER 


a, 


SCOL Dc, Sakina 


SDB/feac/2839n 
21647002 
Enclosure 


INSTITUTE OF GOVERNMENTAL 
STUDIES LIBRARY 


ioe. eT 


UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 
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SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 


This Agreement effective May i, 1987 is between 
7TH STREET PROPERTIES Il ("7th Street") on the one hand and 
BETSEY STRANGE, JOHN SHEA, KATIE KAHN, JOHN SPARAGANA, GLENN 
GRANDPIERRE, SUZANNE PETTIGREW, and ROBERT REITER (collectively 
referred to as "Tenants"”) on the other hand. 
ROE Chip rs Ay Less 

A. 7th Street is the owner of certain real property in 
the City of Berkeley, including those premises at 800 Heinz 
Avenue ("Durkee Building"). The Tenants are, or in some cases 
were, tenants of 7th Street at the: Durkee Suilding. 

Be 7th Street and Tenants have been involved in various 
proceedings before’ the Rent Stabilization Board vin the City of 
Berkeley based on Petitions filed by both 7th eee and 
Tenants (the "Rent Board Proceedings"). 

Ce The parties hereto now wish to resolve the Rent Board 
Proceedings and all other matters as between them and 
accordingly agree as follows: 

53 7th Street agrees to make available and the 
Tenants agree’ to» lease: f-om 7th Street four iave/work: units 
(the "units") at the Durkee Building. Such units shall be 


registered by 7th Street with the Berkeley Rent Stabilization 
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Ze 7th Street shall register the units with the RSB 
at those rents last charged by 7th Street to the Tenants, “7th 
Street shall endeavor to register the units with the RSB no 
later than May a L9e7- 

3a In conjunction with 7th Street's overall 
construction work and improvement of the Durkee Building, 7th 
Street will bring the units into compliance with applicable 
building codes, all at 7th Street's expense. 

4. Upon completion of the construction referred to 
ery Paragraph 3 above, Tenants agree to pay to 7th Street rent 
in the amount of $.30 per sq./ft. per month, payable on the 
first day of each month of the Tenant's occupancy of each 
Unit. 7th Street shall shbait a Fast Track Individual Rent 
Adjustment Petition to the RSB regarding the $.30 per sq./f£t. 
rental, which will include all improvements, repairs and 
renovation done to the units. The Tenants hereby agree to, and 
will, join in the Fast Track Petition ana stipulate to the 
rental increase to $.30 per sq./ft. per month. The Tenants 
obligation to pay $.30 per sq./ft. per month for rent shall 
commence upon approval of the Petition by the RSB. 

Se In additicn to all rental payments relating to 
the units, Tenan=s shall pay to Landlord reimbursement for all 
Utilities! “Hach@unit<will be separately metered for utilities. 

6% 7th Street agrees to restore, during the 


renovation and construction referred’ toein Paragraph 3 above, 
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at its sole expense, any improvements constructed by Tenants to 
the units currently occupied by them. 

io The Tenants agree to relocate during the time 
necessary for the construction and renovation referred to in 
Paragraph 3 above. Provided that Tenants relocate to premises 
comparable to the units, 7th Street shall pay the following 
costs of relocation: 

2 Reasonable moving expenses from, and back 
into, the Durkee Building; 

hides The difference between the rents charged in 
the comparable relocation premises and $.30 per sq./ft. during 
the period in which the Tenants are temporarily relocated. 

Bt 7th Street shall provide Tenants with three 
months written notice prior to the time Tenants must vacate the 
units and relocate. The Tenants agree to immediately vacate 
the premises on the dates set forth in 7th Street's notice. 

oy The parties agree that after the construction 
referred to in Paragraph 3 is complete, Tenants shall have the 
right to enter into possession and rent live/work space in the 
renovated Durkee Building comparable to that unit currently, or 
previously, occupied by each of the Tenants. The live/work 
space in the renovated Durkee Building will be deemed 
comparable to the unit if it is similar in size, lighting and 
location) to that unit previously occupied. The renovated 
live/work space to be occupied by KATIE KAEN and JOHN 


SPARAGANA will be in the 1,000 to 1,100 sq. ft. range. The 
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unit to be occupied by ROBERT REITER may be at least 500 
sq./ft. smaller in space than that currently occupied by REITER 
and may also consist of two separate units connected by a 
doorway. In the event the REITER unit will have reduced floor 
space, REITER will receive loft storage space or similar 
storage provisions. If feasible» in 7th Street's sole 
judgment, REITER requests that the second kitchen not be fully 
DUTT ait. 

10. Each of the parties hereto agrees to execute any 
and all additional documents necessary to effectuate and carry 
out the terms of this agreement, including petitions and leases 
as may be required. 

ll. The parties hereto agree that all Rent Board 
Proceedings brought by any party hereto, are hereby terminated 
with .prejudice, and that each party hereto waives any right of 
appeal or to pursue those matters further. The parties shall 
Cause. their-atvorneysrto so notify the BSS, and to file abi 
appropriate documents, each party to bear its own cost of any 
proceedings. 

12. This Settlement Agreement contains the entire 
agreement between the parties with respect to the matters 
herein and this Agreement may only be mcdified in a writing 
Signed by all parties hereto. 7th Street and Tenants hereby 
acknowledge and represent to the other that they have sought 


independent advice and counsel with respect to the execution 
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City of Berkeley 


lanning & Community 
Development Department 
Martin Luther King, Jr. 
Civic Center Building 
2180 Milvia Street, 2nd Floor 
Berkeley, California 94704 


INSTITUTE OF GOVERNMENTAL 
STUDIES LIBRARY 


JUL i Ise/ 
MEMORANDUM 


UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 


FOR BOARD ACTION 
June 17,1987 


TOs Members of the Board of Adjustments 
FROM: Gil Kelley, Acting Chief, Advance Planning 


SUBJECT: 758 HEINZ STREET/29@9 FIFTH STREET - NEW CONSTRUCTION, DEMOLITIONS, 
AND CONVERSIONS AT THE DURKEE SITE — UP.# Al1222, VAR.# 1211 


Introduction: 


The applicant, Richard Robbins (dba/Warham Development) , proposes to create a 
mixed-use project at the site of the former Durkee Famous Foods plant in West 
Berkeley. He is requesting uSe permits and variances to construct 3 new 
buildings, to renovate and convert 2 existing buildings, and to demolish one 
existing building, a free-standing smokestack, and an open metal framework 
structure. Proposed uses are office, including a research and development 
facility (about 199,908 sq. ft. total), live/work units (18), a theatre (9,980 
sq. ft.) a cafe (about 3,508 sq. ft.) a childcare center (3,098-5000 sq. ft.), 
and light industrial/retail space (18,000 sq. ft.). The project site is 
designated a city landmark site, and necessary approvals for the project have 
been granted by the Landmarks Commission and City Council. A final 
environmental impact report (EIR) was certified by the Board in December, 
1986; a brief addendum (second addendum) to the EIR has been prepared to take 
recent project revisions into account. 


Recommendation: 


It is recommended that the Board amend the 12/11/86 certification ofthe final 

EIR for this project, in order to include in the final EIR a second addendum 

dated 6/5/87. It is further recommended that the Board of Adjustments approve 

the requested use permits and variances, subject to the conditions recommended 
- in this report, and in accordance with the findings recommended herein. 
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Members of the Board of Adjustments FOR BOARD ACTION 
RE: 750 HEINZ STREET/2900 FIFTH STREET June 17, 1987 


Summary Infomnation: 
Applicant: Richard Robbins, dba Wareham Development, 457-4964 


Permits requested: Five use permits and two variances, as 
described on the attached public notice 


Zoning District: ~M' (Manufacturing) 


Environmental Status: An EIR has been prepared for this 
project. The final EIR was certified 
by the Board on 12/11/86. Amendment of 
this certification is now required in 
order to incorporate a second addendum 
which discusses recent changes in the 
project. 


Communications: 123 notices of the public hearing were 
sent, including notice to 3 neighborhood 
organizations. To date no responses have 
received. 


Attachments: Public Notice 

Proposed Plans and Elevations 

Applicant's Statement 

Recommended Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

Tenant's Agreement 

Proposed CEQA Findings 

Proposed Second Addendum to Final EIR (6/87) 

Final EIR (11/86), including First Addendum (12/86) 

Draft EIR (6/86) 

Council Resolution No. 53,752 -N.S., concerning Appeal of 
Landmarks Preservation Commission Decision on project 


Discussion: 


The project site was designated a landmark site by the Landmarks Preservation 
Commission and, therefore, the development requests for this project have also 
been subject to review by the LPC under the Landmarks Preservation Ordinance. 
On March 26, 1987, the LPC granted the necessary approvals for the project, 
subject to certain conditions, except for permission to demolish the 
smokestack. On appeal of this decision, the City Council granted permission 
to demolish the stack (5/19/87). These approvals become effective if and when 
the Board of Adjustments approves the requested use permits and variances. 
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Members of the Board of Adjustments FOR BOARD ACTION 
RE: 750 HEINZ STREET/2900 FIFTH STREET June 17, 1937 


This project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). An environmental impact report (EIR) was certified as complete 
and adequate by the Board on 12/11/86. (The certification action included a 
brief addendum to the final BIR, referred to here as "First Addendum.") 
Because there have been changes int he project since certification, many of 
which have been made for the purpose of incorporating mitigation measures 
recommended by the EIR, 4 Second Addendum has been prepared. Should the Board 
approve the permit requests, it will need to first amend the earlier EIR 
certification action to include the new addendum. The Board will also need to 
make findings under CEQA that significant impacts identified in the EIR will 
be mitigated by changes incorporated in the project or conditions of project 
approval. 


Following preparation of the draft EIR, staff from both planning and the 
Office of Economic Development developed, and have negotiated agreement with 
the applicant for, a comprehensive set of mitigation measures. Some are 
physical measures which have been incorporated in the revised project 
drawings, others are performance Or monetary measures. The second group are 
recommended as conditions of project approval and are detailed in the 
attachment entitled "Recommended Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval". 


Findings: 


Staff recommends that the justifications set forth in the attached applicant's 
statement for each use permit and variance are adequate under the zoning 
ordinance to grant the permits requested. 


Staff also recommends finding that all potentially sigificant environmental 
impacts identified in the EIR have been eliminated or substantially lessened 
by incorporation of changes to the project and the mutually agreed upon 
conditions of approval, in accordance with the attached "Proposed CEQA 
Findings". 


Conditions: 


In addition to the negotiated conditions set forth in the attached document 
entitled "Recommended Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval, staff 
recommends that the following special conditions also be required: 


1. Permission to demolish the smokestack shall be contingent upon the 
applicant first furnishing to the City a bonafide executed agreement with— 
XOMA Corporation for occupancy of Building “E. / ay ieee 
{ C yl 4 mah Te 
\ ) $ U Vis 
2. Design review approval by the Landmarks Preservation Commission shall be 
required for all new and rehabilitated buildings, and other site 


improvements, prior to issuance of building permits. 


3. Subsequent use permits shall be required for operation of the cafe', 
theatre, and childcare center, once operators are selected. 


4. Any future changes in land use type for any of the buildings or spaces, 
shall require amendment of this master use permit. 
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750 Heinz Street/2900 Fifth Street 


Use Permits and Variances for Durkee Site Development INSTITUTE OF GOVERNMENTAL 
6/17/87 STUDIES LIBRARY 
ne ny «ele 
RECOMMENDED C.E.Q.A. FINDINGS UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 


Upon consideration of the final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared 
for this project (SCH. No. 8007150i), wnicn was certified as complete and 
adequate by this Board on December 11, 1986, and which certification was 
amended on June 17, 1986 to include an addendum to the EIR dated June 17, 
1987, and upon consideration of tne mitigation measures appended hereto, and 
the applicant's agreement to incorporate all of these measures into the 
project, the Board of Adjustments hereby finds, in accordance with Sections 
21083 ana 21087 of tne Public Resources Code and Sections 15091 - 15093 of the 
CEQA Guidelines, that all potentially significant environmental impacts 
identified in the EIR have been eliminated or substantially lessened as 
follows: 


ie Land Use/Lanamarks Impacts. 


Changes have been incorporated into, and required as conditions of, the 
project which eliminate or substantially lessen the impacts on land use, 
and on lanamarx/historic characteristics of the site. 


The EIR states that one adverse consequence of continued office 
conversions in West Berkeley is tne loss of affordable space for small 
businesses and live/work uses. The project has been revised to 
include 18 live/work units on the site, including i3 at levels 
affordable to low or very low income tenants as defined by H.U.D. 
standards. Adaitionally tne project retains space for light 
industrial, retail and theatre space. 


The EIR identifies certain physical changes to this site which may be 
of consequence to preserving its character as a local landmark site. 
Tne EIR futher identifies tne need for local decision-makers (the 
Landmarks Preservation Commission and City Council) to decide wnat mix 
of design and otner measures mignt mitigate any loss of existing 
features or Characteristics of the site and preserve the character for 
whicn the site was designated. Tne LPC and Council, after conducting 
several public hearings, and after considering numerous changes made 
to the project by the applicant in order to enhance its historical 
Character, granted the requisite demolition and construction 
approvals under the Landmarks Preservation Ordinance. In so doing, 
these bodies found the revisions to the project have mitigated any 
potentially significant adverse impacts in the area of impacts on 
historical/arcnaeologicai resources (Council Resolution No. 53,752 - 
aS.) 
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Employment and Housing. 


Changes and conditions have been required in the project which 
substantially lessen the potentially significant housing and 
employment impacts identified in the EIR. 


The project will create new jobs in Berkeley, and will create a 
concurrent increase in demand for housing in Berkeley, including 
competition for the scarce, unprotected portion of the city's 
affordable housing stock. Measures required of the project will 
substantially lessen this impact by targeting new jobs for Berkeley 
residents, and identified target employment groups in particular, 
through First Source Hiring Agreements, and funding of an employment 
coordinator at the City. Provision of 20 affordable residential units 
(including 18 live/work units) has also been required of the project. 


Transportation. 


Changes and conditions have been required in tne project which 
substantially lessen the impacts on traffic, transportation, and 
parking. 


The EIR identifies the potential for local intersections to reach 
unacceptable levels of service as a result the project and several 
other local projects, unless certain traffic improvements are made. 
The EIR also identifies a need for additional parking at the site, and 
the need to encourage use of alternate means of transportation. As 
conditions of the project, the applicant will bear the cost of his 
project snare of need traffic improvements, will prepare a TSM plan, 
and be required to offer transit discount passes. Parking at the site 
has also been increased to the meet the level of demand projected by 
trie EIR. 


Air Quality. 


Tne EIR identifies the potential for construction period disturbance, 
particularly of live work tenants at the site, due to dust. The 
agreement reached between the tenats and the applicant, calls for 
temporary relocation of tenants, at the applicant's expense, during 
the critical construction period. Additionally, the project must 
conform to City Health Department regulations for construction - 
period air emmissions. 


Noise. 


The EIR identifies the potential for construction period noise 
disturbance, particularly for live/work tenants at the site, ana for 
building ~F' to periodically exceed accepatable interior noise levels 
during train pass-bys. The relocation agreement will relocate tenants 
during the critical construction period. Furthermore, construction at 
the site will be required to conform to the terms of the City's Noise 
Ordinance, in terms of hours of operation and acceptable levels. As a 
further condition of tne project, a qualified accoustical expert shall 
be retained in tne design of building “F' to assure tnat acceptaple 
interior noise levels will be reached. 
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Health/Water Quaility. 


The EIR and subsequent studies have shown that several sources and 
incidents of toxic contamination exist on the site. A Final Remedial 
Action Program has been prepared and accepted by the state Department 
of Health Services. Performance of the measures specified therein 
have been made explicit conditions of the use permits for this 
project. 


Public Services. 


The EIR identifies the potential for the project to generate the need 
to make improvements to local water, storm sewer, and sewer lines to 
adequately serve the project. Conditions of project approval require 
that these improvements, if necessary, be made at the applicant's 
expense prior to obtaining occupancy permits. 


Fiscal. 


The EIR snows that the net fiscal activity from the project is 
expected to be beneficial to the City, unless substantial portions of 
the space are leased to tax-exempt entities. An explicit condition of 
use permit approval is the requirement to pay fees in-lieu of taxes to 
the city, should any commercial portion of the project be leased to 
sucn entities. 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 
RECOMMENDED MITIGATION NWEASURES/ USE PERMIT CONDITIONS 


The following conditions are recommended as means to increase the benefits and 
reduce the potential negative impacts of the project. In substantial part they 
correspond to issues raised in the Environmental Impact Report for the 
project. The substance of these conditions has been agreed to by the developer 
in a process of negotiation with City staff from the Uffice of Economic 
Development and the Planning and Community Development Department. There is 
one small exception, explicitly noted below, in which a late-discovered 
complication was still being worked out at the time this report was prepared. 


Tne mitigations cover the following areas: 

Protection and improvements for current tenants of the project 

Provision of additional affordable housing 

Employment opportunities, and payments to facilitate targeted hiring programs 
Provision of childcare 

Traffic and transportation 

Payments in lieu of taxes 

Provision of theater space 

Funds to aid other nistoric preservation/small businesses 


(a) (2) (2) (e) (ey (2) (foe 


In addition, this memorandum covers certain other aspects of implementing 
these mitigations and cooperating with the developer to ao so. 


It is recommended that the Board of Adjustments adopt as use permit conditions 
the underscored language below. 


1.Treatment of current tenants in live-work spaces. 


A signed agreement exists between the developer and current and recent past 
live-work tenants in the Durkee building (building A). Key components are: 


o Four units brought to coce, in tne same size ana otherwise comparabie to 
existing units and available to these tenants once renovated (one unit reduced 
in size with the tenant's agreement and aple to be converted to two UTES! if 
the current tenant later moves). 


o All units leased at $0.30 per square foot once renovated. Rents to be 
registered with the Rent Board and regulated as are rents in other controlled 
units, permanently regaraless of whetner current tenants remain. 


o Relocation payments to tne tenants for moving costs and for any higher rents 
in temporary quarters during renovation. 


The full agreement between developer and tenants is containea in Attachment 1 
and should be adopted as a use permit condition. aS a Turtner condivion, 
Should any of the current cenants oT these units leave, vacant units must de 
rented to flousenolas with incomes at or pelow the level derined aS Very 
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income (50% of median income for the corresponding household size) by HUD in 
guidelines published for the Oakland SMSA and as implemented by the Berkeley 
Housing Authority. The units shall remain as registered with tne Rent Board 
permanently. 


This provides for 5 housing units affordaple to people of very low income 
(counting as 2 units the one large unit that will be divided should it become 
vacant). 

2. Additional housing mitigations. 


In addition to the housing provisions in item 1, the developer shall provide 


or additional atToOrdaDie nousing units as TOIIOWS. CeOVENGd GES UCAS 
the provision of 12 further units for Tow income people and 3 further units 


for very Tow income people, primarily on the site but with a minority of the 
units being paid for in Casn. 


Within the Durkee building (buiiding A), the developer shall provide at least 
3 Tive-work units. iwelve of these units shall De of size no Tess than 

Square feet. [he thirteenth unit snall be of size no Tess tnan od50 Square 

Feet. All units provided in the Durkee building shall have obtained their 

certificates Of occupancy no Tater than eighteen (18) months Trom 

Tssuance of the use permits, or upon isSuance of Certificates of 

Occupncy Tor in excess Of Seventy-Tive percent (/5s) Of Duilding 

F, wnicnever 1S earlier . Ine burkee certificates of occupancy snall be a 

condition for any Building F certificate that yields seventy Tive percent 
(75%) or greater occupancy. 


Initial rents for these units shall be as follows: 
=--at Teast 2 of the 950 square foot and Targer units shall be rented at $375 
per montn, making tnem atfordaDle to housenolds of very Tow income Dy Au 
Standards. 
--all of the 950 square foot and larger units that are not rented at $375 
per month shall be rented at $0UU0 per month, making them affordabie to 
households of Tow income by HUD standards. 
--the 650 square Toot or Targer unit snalil be rented at $0.00 per square foot 
per month (corresponding to the per square foot rental rate Tor tne larger 
units for low income households). oa 

AACS) JL, AUR (OCh, be Com) 
All of the units within the Durkee building shall be registered witn the 
Berkeley Rent Control Board and snall thereafter be governed by its 
regulations permanently. 


Assuming the developer provides a total of 15 units in the Durkee building, 
then two Other affordaDle units snail De provided Dy payments by the developer 
jnto the City of berkeley Ss general fund, in a Specially designated nousing 
account.Ine amount of the payment shail De $70,500 (Surficient to pay suDsiay 
Or One very TOw ana One Tow income unit to be developed elsewnere). If, 
however, the developer designates 3 ratner tnan 2 of tne 950 Scuare foot or 
arger units to rent at $375 per montn, then the payment Snail De $47,UuU 
TICIENT TO Day SuUDSI ay cwO TOw income units). in eitner casé the 
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payments shall be made no later than 18 months from the date of approval of 

the project use permits by the Board o Justments, and the developer sha 
ecide wnich payment option to use before building permits are issued. 

PET Go ore USSUEd. 


Housenolds occupying the units created-in-the—Durkee building snall meet the 


Ollowing income qualifications perpetuity: 
--for units intially renting at Seo households shall have incomes 
at or below tne level defined as very Tow income jo OT Median income for the 
corresponding household size) by In guidelines puDlished for the vakland 
SA and as implemented by the berkeley Housing Authority« ) 
--for units initially renting at $600 per month and tor the 650 Square foot 
unit, households shall have incomes at or below the revel detined-as Tow 
income (80% of median income tor the corresponding nousenold size) by HUD 


In guidelines published for the Jakland SMSA and as Implemented by the 
erkeley HOusing Authority. 
paca SESE DD ed echt NRA ABS 


All of these provisions have been agreed to by the developer with the 
following exception. In previous discussion, it had been assumed that 14 of 
the 15 units would fit within the Durkee building and only one would be paid 
for separately. The aeveloper's architect has firmly determined that only 13 
units will fit, given the proposed size of the cafe also within Durkee. The 
plan to pay cash for two units rather than one is the staff's recommendation 
for dealing with tnis constraint but has not yet Deen confirmed by tne 
developer at this writing. An alternative, fully acceptable from staff's 
viewpoint, would be to make the cafe smaller by 950 square feet, put 4 
fourteenth unit within Durkee, and reduce tne cash payment by an amount 
depending on whether the fourteenti unit is designated for low or very low 
income people--asuming tne developer found the smaller cafe to be feasible. 


3.a.First Source Hiring 


\In order to assure that the project provides job Opportunities to people 

in need of work: 

All job openings in tne construction and Sudsequent management of the project 

and in the workforce or Dusinesses which are tenants of the project snall be 
Inst oTrered as avaliable tnrougn tne City’s first source niring program. Ihe 
Ity shall reter qualitiea applicants for consiaeration tor these positions. 
ne employer will make tne tinal decision on niring out will interview and 

consiaer qualified applicants from persons reterred from tne City bDefors 

interviewing otners. ihese provisions snall apply tor the lite of tne project. 

—.———$ Sees Sey or ne fire oF tne project. 


The applicant/developer will enter into a First Source Emp ioyment Agreement 
With the Lity UTTice of Economic Development prior to issuance of Duiiding 
permits. 


The First Source Agreement will require the applicant/developer to use the 
lity S employment ana training system as the first source in recruiting and 
employiny Construction ana permanent employees. 

Res tei SE th dh Rd alec RD BB eel op lh dhol die! Mich Slit 


Applicant/developer will include languaye in 1 
indicate that those tenants must negotiate ar 
Lity Tor tneir permanent employment needs, vor 
employees. 


Source Agreement witn the 
Tenants witn 5 cr gore 
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First Source Agreements shall contain the key components summarized in 
achmen and meet the approval o e 1ce of Economic Development 

according to standards used in previous projects. 

ge ee Lee ee er 


ye 
<3.b. Employment Coordinator 


In order to pay in part for the work of a City staff person to make the First 

Ource employment reterrals, the developer shall make the fo OWINg payments to 
e City general fund: 

--$4500 on or before the date of the issuance of any building permit for the 

project, aS a condition of that issuance 

--939UU0 On or Defore the date Of issuance of a tenant occupancy permit for 


Building E (where Corp. wi be locate 
--}59UU on each of the nex ree yearly anniversaries of that occupancy 
permit 


--$Z000 on each of the next two yearly anniversaries of that occupancy permit 
a ES ie Occupancy permit: 
4. Childcare 


Tne developer shall provide for a childcare center serving no less than 32 
cnildren. € aeveioper shall provide no Tess than ZUOU0 square feet of Bul ding 
Or tne cnildcare center, along witn outdoor space at leas meeting 

regulatory standards for 32 chilaren and comprising no less than Square 
eet. Ihe suilding F space sha € provided to a cnildcare operator at a cost 

OT no more than : per square Toot at the time of initial occupancy. Inis 
rental rate sna De adjusted no more frequently than annually, and snall rise 
no more than the increase allowed in that year under the Lity Ss resiaentia 

rent control general aajustment or the rise in the San Francisco-Uaklan SMSA 

Consumer Price Index, whichever 15 less. 

pecbatstiiecee ses ieal nile bead trate Ad wcll WAT 


At least 16 of the childcare slots shall be provided to people of limited 

means. 10 accomplisn tnis, at Teast ld sTots shall initially be available at a 

COSt tO parents of no more than SI36 per month. These slots shall be 

reserved for children of parents whose household income does not exceed the 
evel detined for Tow income 4 ot median income for the Corresponding 
ousenold size) Dy In guidelines puDlishea for the Oakland SmMSA ana as 
Implemented by the berkeley Housing Autnority. Tne $lso0 tee may be adjustea 
annually Dy nO more tnan the increase in the San rFrancisco-lakland SMSA 
Consumer Price Index for that year. 

Relectid niieicioeieh Lo RN, Seesaw teal lye AAD 


At least these 32 slots shall be provided to cnildren of parents living and/or 
Working Within the vity oT berkeley, with first priority given to parents 
working Within this project and next to those working in other projects owned 
a y Wareham Inc. witning the City of Berkeley. ieast one_etegntn of the—sc 
SOUS," at ieast one eigntn of the Io Tow income slots,-shall be avallaD ee 


Or/intant care. eS SEE 
eer center will be provided for the full life of the project. The 


center snail De !1censea for Operation no later tnan tne issuance of tne fi rst 
Enant occupancy permit for Bui ging F and suc 1censeé Ssfmail De a ConGiticon 
Tor tne 1Ssuance of tenant occupancy permits in bulldi ng r. ine developer 
aa sna CONSult with non-proTit agencieS including at least bananas, in 

considering selection or childcare Operations and operation of tne center. 
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5. Traffic and Transportation. 


a. The developer shall pay for a portion of the cost of certain improvements 

to the Lity's transportation and traffic system aS enumerate me iately 
elow, representing i oie u entified by the a he City's ic 

engineer as needed to o project impacts. eveloper's SOreTOn 


corresponds to the share ~- the need for eacn seein that this project 


generates. 
al.for a signal at 7th and Anthony, $45,000 
a2.for improvements to 5th, Antnony, and Heinz strees, $55,000 


a3.Tor a Te ae ae : n and Ashby, » UU 

a4.for a signa Uw1gnt, 

a5.for improving “oth a $2,000 

a6.for a third Tane on /th st., from Ashby to Dwight, $4,000 
ee Se ee ae ae ee 


~~ Payment shall be due within 60 days after a contract has been Signed for the 
conduct o e work on eacn item. 


The developer snall be allowed to bid, along witn others, for the contracts to 
do tnis work. ne is the selected bidder, he may perform the work, paying 
On -parteoie-t Imselt and receiving payment for part of it. In tnis case, the 
ity Ssnali pay shares of each 1tem Tor wnich the developer iS contractor as 
Ows (corresponding to the estimated amounts the City would pay if 
develper paid cash as above 


al. GLUBsOf ineycota la. tora maximum of $5,060 in City expenditure 


a2. 43% of the total to a maximum of S41, QUO in City expenditure 
a3. 90% of the total to a maximum $54,000 in City expenditure 
a4. © OT the total to a maximum of $54,000 in City expenditure 
- a5. 80% of the total to a maximum of 58, in City expenditure 
a6. & t Otal to a maximum of $16,000 in City expenditure 
gbe OF the total tO a maximum oT $16,UUU in Uity expenditure 


Should a transportation assessment district be created in West Berkeley, the 
eveloper shall receive credi Or his contribution to these improvements 
against such an assessment. 


b. Transit Subsidy 


The developer snall provide a 50% subsidy for the cost of traveling to work by 
public transit Tor every employee of the project and its tenants wno travels 


DY tnat moae, up tO a maximum oT S15 suDSiay per montn oer worker. Ine 
transportation coordinator (see 5.c. Delow) Shali assure that all aipTay ces 


are aware 0 ne avaliability = this assistance ana receive compensation upon 
their request.inis subsidy wi e initiated aS Soon ‘as thes project s first 


tenant occupancy permits are issued and continue for tne lite or Ene Project. 
ee ete Se vel 


c. Additional Transportation Provisions 


At_the developer's expense, a transportation management study will be 
conducted Tor tne project, focusing On means to encourage alternacives to the 
Single-passenger auto. This study Snail be compieted Dy a qualitied 
protessional and approved by the City, ana its reccmmendations set 
Implementation, prior to the issuance Of any tenant Occupancy permits. 
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Mechanisms for encouraging alternatives to the auto in the project shall 
“ include designation of a transportation coordinator at the project, provision 

fy) icycle spaces for employees and the public (a e rate of one space per 

: square Teet of all commercial space, preferred parking for carpools and 

Vanpools, and monitoring and annual reporting to the city o e-results: 0 ese effor 
(in addchonte Transit SUDSidy in 5.b. above). The ransportation management stuay wi 

provide specifications for the implementation o ese and other similar 

measures wnich may be required by the City. 

ee Ve eee eee 


In addition, the developer shall continue to pursue an arrangement with BART 
and AU Iransit to provide a snuttle trom MacArthur Station during rush 
Our, at developer expense. This 7S however not a mandated item, 

er ever OL a Mandated item. 


6. Payments in Lieu of Taxes. 


In the event that the University of California or any other eligible entity 
Cases space within this project and claims an exemption trom property taxes 
and other assessments, the developer shall pay to the city the equivalent 
amount OT those taxes and assessments Otherwise owed. Payments shall be made 
according to the same time schedule as would ordinarily apply to the taxes ana 
assessments. INis provision applies for tne lite o e project. 
$$ Te or tne project. 


7. Public Art--Provision of a Theater Space. 


The developer shall provide the Spice Building, Building B, as a theater 
space. lerms and conditions of the initial lease of this Space shall be 
CONSiStent with those of the Tease already agreed to by the deveioper and the 
Jewisn Theater. rn oO nr ber thia, Pitt 

inser eo (Md | Oy tay HE (J ff 

8. Building Acquisition Fund for Small Businesses/Historic Preservation. 


The developer shall pay to the City of Berkeley $100,000 to be placed in a 
special Tund for assistance to small businesses that may wisn to purcnase 

uildings Tor their occupancy. This payment shall be made on or before the 
ate on wnicn a tenant certificate of occupancy 1s issued tor occupancy of 
uilding E and snail be a conaition for issuance of that permit. 


(KV l\y Ht.tkof > / 
Standards for use of this find shail ie é the following: 
~-a property to be acquired must be historic, as measured flexibly but at 
least to include a structure 4u or more years old. 
~-In juaging appiications for use of the Tund, points shall be given for 
factors including occupancy by artists and artisans, small-scale Tignt 
industy, live-work uses, Dusinesses with a long nistory, and businesses 
already occupying the buildings they are acquiring; buildings in wes 
erkeley; the nistoric quality of Buildings and site; and others determined by 
an advisory committee. 
--an advisory committee shall be formed to juage applications, including 
representatives of tne Landmarks Preservatio Commission, the Civic Arts 
Lommission, and the Planning Commission. Final action to prowice assistance 
sfaii be by the Lity council, reviewing the advisory committee's 
recommendation. 
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--assistance may be in tne form of loans, deferred loans, or grants. 
Preterence is for Toans, in order to recapture use o e Tunds for further 
projects; but flexibility is to be retained in order to assure that 
acquisition efforts can be made feasible. 


--assistance shall be conditioned on provisions made to assure continued 


affordability to small businesses as the participants in ownership may change. 
a a ee he 


9. Tax Assessments. ' 

The developer wishes to ask the County of Alameda to take fully into account 
the limits on rents that apply to the Spice and Durkee buildings (B and A) 

in setting assessments for property tax purposes. The Office of Economic 
Development agrees to support the developer in calling on the Alameda County 
Assessor's Office to accurately reflect project value in terms of its income 
when setting its assessment, including separate consideration of the Spice and 
Durkee circumstances. 


10. Potential Subdivision. 


The developer may wish in the future to propose a subdivision of this property 
to the Planning Commission, to separate out the Durkee and Spice buildings, in 
order to improve his ability to finance the project. The Office of Economic 
Development agrees to encourage the Planning Commission to consider that 
subdvision for that reason, under the Commission's normal processes and with 
due consideration for other factors which ordinarily apply to the Commission's 
subdivision review. 2 


11. Payment Provisions. 


Any payments due and owing under the provisions of tnis permit and not paid by 
e developer shall become liens against the property. In addition, individua 


payments are in specific Cases conditions for the issuance of Other permits, 
as indicated explicitly above. 


12. Transfers of Interest. 


All provisions of this use permit shall apply both to the developer and to any 
successors in interest in the project. 
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6/17/87 
750 Heinz Street/2900 Fifth Street 
Use Permits and Variances for the Durkee Site Development 


ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES/USE PERMIT CONDITIONS 


1. The applicant shall be required to complete, prior to obtaining occupancy 
permits for any building on the site, the provisions of the Final Remedial 
Action Plan (may 1987, prepared by Engineering-Science), except that on-going 
monitoring which may be required need not be completed prior to obtaining 
occupancy permits. Completion of the RAP includes performance of any specific 
measures which may be required by the Department of Health Services, the 
Regional Quality Control Board, or City Health Department to implement these 
provisions. 


(ap Final placenent anda configuration of parking spaces and circulation 
aisles within the project shall be subject to the review and approval of the 
City Traffic Engineer, prior to obtaining building permits. 


3. All buildings and improvements shall conform to the Uniform Fire Code 
(1979 edition), including provisions for road widths and proximity of 
structures. Any improvements-to local water supply lines necessary to 
provide adequate fire flows to the site shall be made at applicant~s expense, 
prior to obtaining occupancy permits. 


4. Any required improvements to local sewer or storm sewer lines required to 


adequately serve the project shall be made at applicant’s expense prior 
obtaining occupancy permits. 
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Office of Economic Development 
City Manager’s Office 

Martin Luther King, Jr. 

Civic Center Building 

2180 Milvia Street 

Berkeley, California 94704 


City of Berkeley 


INSTITUTE OF GOVERNMENTAL 


STUDIES LIBRARY 


(415) 644-6309 


JUG iy W257 TTY (415) 644-6915 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA i ; 
ATIACHMENT |B 
SUMMARY JO CONDITIONS oT 
APPROVAL 


FIRST-SOURCE AGREEMENT 


WHAT IS FIRST SOURCE? 


Simply defined, a First Source agreement is a program of employment targeting 
which gives the City the first opportunity to provide employees to employers. 


In a First Source agreement business agrees to use the City's First Source 
program as the first source in recruiting and hiring for both 

new and replacement positions. The City's First Source Program 

includes advance notification of job openings and desired qualifications to 
the city and timely referral of screened applicants to employers. The 
hiring decision at all times rests with employers. 


EMPLOYER BENEFITS FROM FIRST SOURCE 


fe) SAVE ADVERTISING EXPENSES FOR JOB OPENINGS. The City recruits 
individuais based on employer hiring needs. 


fe) REDUCE INTERVIEWING TIME. The City can pre-screen potential 
applicants. 


fe) CUT TRAINING COSTS. The City can help design a customized training 
program to meet employer needs and/or reimburse for extraordinary 
costS associated with training. 


° SAVE TAXES. The City can refer job applicants from targeted groups 
who, if hired, qualify for employer tax credit through the federal 
Targeted Job Tax program and the California Jobs Tax Credit program. 
This means total tax savings of up to $5,100 over a two year period 
for each qualifiec employee hired. 


fe) FOLLOW-UP. The City wants to make sure businesses receive the 
assistance needed. 


fe) THERE ARE NO FEES FOR ANY OF THESE SERVICES. 
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HOW WOULD FIRST-SOURCE HIRING WORK? 


In general, the City proposes the following responsibilities for the City and 
the developer in a First Source Hiring Progran: 


THE DEVELOPER 


x 


developer will enter into a First Source agreement with the City. prior to 
issuance of building permits 


the First Source agreement essentially requires the developer to use the 
City's employment and training system as the First Source in recruiting 
and hiring for the management and maintenance of the subject property, 
and to include the general construction contractor and future building 
tenants in the agreement 


developer is committed to being an Equal Opportunity Employer and will 
not discriminate on the basis of race, sex, national origin, religion, 
sexual orientation, marital status or disability 


developer will include in the contract with the General Contractor that 
all contractors must act affirmatively and demonstrate good faith efforts 
to be an Equal Opportunity Employer as outlined in the First Source 
agreement 


developer will include in the contract with the General contractor that 
contractors use the City’ Office of Economic Development 

as the "First Source” for recruitment and referral in filling open 
positions on the job site 


developer will obtain agreement by all tenants to comply with City First 
Source policy as defined in the First Source agreement and will include 

language in tenant leases indicating that those tenants must negotiate a 
First Source agreement with the City for their permanent empioyment needs 


developer will notify the City of the names of all tenants prior to 
occupancy 


developer will assign a representative responsible for implementation and 
compliance with the First Source agreement 


developer will notify the City of jobs that make up the construction and 
management company workforce within a specified time frame 


emplover will make the final decision on hiring, but will interview 
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qualified applicants from persons referred from the City before 
interviewing others 


employer will refer to traditional recruitment sources if the CLtv-is 
unable to provide suitable applicants within the agreed time frame 


THE CITY 


City will maintain continuous staffing of a centralized employment office 


upon receipt of job notification the City will contact all CIty. 
employment/training agencies to facilitate service delivery on a timely 
basis 


City will screen applicants and refer applicants to the employer based on 
employer specifications 


City will follow-up with employers on the effectiveness of the Cary 
delivery system 


employment/training agencies will recruit unemployed/underemployed 
Berkeley residents to generate a pool of applicants who most closely 
match employer specifications 
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WHAT JS FIRST SOURCE 


Simply defined, First Source is a program of employment targeting 
which gives the City the first opportunity to provide emplovees to 
employers. 


ImerI RST oSOURCE: emplovers agree to use the City's First Source 
program in recruiting and hiring for both new and replacement 
positions. The City's First Source program includes advance 
motification ef Hob openings and desired qualifications to the 
City and timely referral of screened applicants to emplovers. The 


hiring decision at all times rests with employers. 
41 WOU! 0 INRV 
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In general, the following responsibilities are proposed for the 
City and general contractors/subcontractors. 


CITY RESPONSTBILITT 


* RECRUIT AND PRE-SCREEN APPLICANTS TO EMPLOYER'S SPECIFICATIONS 

“ MAINTAIN CONTINUOUS STAFFING OF A CENTRALIZED EMPLOYMENT OFFICE 

* SCREEN APPLICANTS AND REFER TO EMPLOYERS ONLY QUALIFIED APPLICANTS 

“ WoRK WITH UNIONS TO GAIN THE]R COOPERATION IN IMPLEMENTING THE 

IRST SOURCE PROGRAM, PLEASE NOTE: JHE FIRST SOURCE PROGRAM 

WORKS IN COOPERATION WITH LABOR/TRADE UNIONS, WHERE APPLICABLE, 
IN PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION, 

* FoLLow UP WITH EMPLOYERS ON EFFECTIVENESS OF THE City’s REFERRAL 
OF APPLICANTS 

GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCOY 


AFFIRMATIVE Action AND Goop FartH Ferort IN: 


* HIRING TO MEET EMPLOYMENT GOALS CONTAINED IN THE AFFIRMATIVE 
ACTION COMPONENT | 
* NotiFyine City or City’s DESIGNEE OF JOB OPENINGS 
* INTERVIEWING City SSFERRED APPLICANTS BEFORE OTHERS ARE INTERVIEWED 
Sa 


PROVIDING INFORMATION TO CITY oN APPLICATION“FOR-WORK PROCEDURES 
ASSIST IN GAINING COOPERATION OF UNIONS IN PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION 
Ey 


On) a 7 
- - - - Seat) %,] a 
¢ = 1 7 
= = 4 
9 ae =f — Les peek em 
— @qntice oe ore 


SPHiIAY <5 > TAM 
Dal ie ee 


‘s rytiegs to. tepsive 2 @! ore? 2Ocf5( beee*at, tt c5 
? ri Veiner Petit ads ets «et 249! ene 
erovyat ce 
_ . ca — 7 
se ri> ote aap, 5? ‘paves. efevolees, S90. TEAS 
szal cx wer Sted 202 Sasa, eae peotierss: Bo Ga tacit 
‘ : PP” wel > Pa 
) jivisen eetacte sceotieg Seeks. « 82 Ser .etug? 
r 40017 clegn Seriaeh tae G7eiseee aa Mm ital res -So te 
Veliacs ay ems 23 Sesepras. 32 teryaber viset?. Sup  TTiy 
, velese arbe efbe=.cemes) S£a SB Seletaes Yess 
= a5 Cy = e wi F) 7 
re S2GN2 Teel? Gee eee an 
af ~ a “ss a eee) TPA 4 7: a> 
Jan ae ae ae TS ee heeled 
ae a ‘ 9-3 23Ge saheere 90] volist eee «i <—v7 
estgetr oe as eT 12 aeteeesS ceTesey SS. ; 
] 
. fein) fue oer a Dy 
; : 
- ss « 
ay 2isgee 2 aavesene OT eTent sees G2 iene ia Tieesed 
1780 TMAMYOL TET GSELJAATRRS A Ad we sunowtties uta sad 


“ - 
j 


ne i rs 


INSTITUTE OF GOVERNMENTAL 
STUDIES LIBRARY 


Cr 


Ai or 


RESOLUTION NO. 53,752-N.S. UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 


REVERSING PART OF THE DECISION OF THE LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION 


REGARDING DEMOLITION OF THE SMOKESTACK AT 2900 FIFTH STREET, THE “DURKEE 
SELLE, 


BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Berkeley as follows: 


WHEREAS, on March 30, 1987 the Landmarks Preservation Commission made 
a decision regarding the Wareham Development Group project at 2900 Fifth 
Street, “The Durkee Site” as follows: 


a. Suspend the demolition permit application for the smokestack 
in accordance with Section 3.24.240 (B)(2) of the Landmarks 
Preservation Ordinance. 


b. Grant the demolition of 810 Heinz/Experimental Kitchen Complex 
and the remaining steel framework of the former Warehouse #34. 


c. Approve the renovation /restoration of the Durkee/Spice Buildings 
as well as the construction of the following: 


Building C. 810 Heinz replacement structure provided that 
the roof lines (Parapet or gable) will be 
treated later as part of the Commission's 
overall review of the project facade design. 


Building E. The XOMA Building provided that the footprint 
and massing are modified to accommodate the 
smokestack in the building design. 


Building F. The West Office Building; including the 3rd 
floor 12,000 square foot addition. 


WHEREAS, the above mentioned approval was granted with the following 
conditions: 


l. That this action shall become effective only upon approval 
of the Use Permit by the Board of Adjustments, or in the 
case of an appeal of the Board's action, by the City Council. 


2. That the project shail be required to return to the Commission 
for approval of design details, subsequent to the granting of 
a Use Permit, but prior to securing any building permits for 
new construction. Such design approval shall include: facade 
treatment, fenestration, paving and landscaping, color and 
finish materials, lighting, signage (location, size, and other 
standards), and other design details determined to be relevent 
at the time of this review. 
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3. That the suggested California Environmental Quality Act 
findings in the staff report of March 16, 1987 be 
communicated to the Board of Adjustments. 


WHEREAS, that portion of the decision of the Board of Adjustments 
regarding suspension of the demolition permit application for the smokestack 
has been appealed to this Council; and 


WHEREAS, on May 5 and 19, 1987, this Council held public hearings and 
found, based on the written record and testimony presented to it, as follows: 


That the Council shall hereby reverse the decision of the Landmarks 
Preservation Commission, in part, by permitting demolition of the smokestack 
and construction of a new two-story building - shown as Building “E™ on the 
site :plan - in its place and additional square footage as set forth below. 
In all other respects, the Landmarks Preservation Commission's actions of 
March 26, 1987 is affirmed, including the conditions made a part thereof. 


In reaching its decision, the Council finds that the project, as pro- 
posed, preserves the intent of the original site designation and the spirit 
of the Landmarks Preservation Ordinance, and further finds that demolition 
of the smokestack will not impair the preservation of the historic character 
of the site, given the other preservation efforts incorporated in the project. 
Council adopts the proposed findings contained in the staff report to the 
Landmarks Preservation Commission of March 16, 1987 (attached hereto as 
Attachment A), and applies them to this decision. In so doing, the Council 
also endorses the CEQA recommendations contained therein, and finds that 
demolition of the smokestack would not, in the context of the project as a 
whole pose a significant adverse impact upon the environment. 


ist addition, specifically with regard to the smokestack, the Council 
further finds that after exploring a number of alternatives for retaining the 
smokestack, it is clear that retention of the smokestack would be extremely 
costly due to reinforcing requirements, as evidenced by the engineering 
information in the record. It is also clear that retaining this structure 
without proper reinforcing would pose a dangerous and hazardous condition at 
the site. Given this cost, Council finds that requiring retention of the 
smokestack would present an economic hardship for the applicant, and would 
jeopardize his ability to adequateiy mitigate environmental impacts 
associated with the project, as demonstrated by the results of the economic 
feasibility amalysis prepared by the City's Office of Economic Development. 


Finally, Council finds that requiring retention of the smokestack would 
eliminate the possibility of Locating XOMA Corporation, one of the project's 
prime tenants, at the site. This, in turn, would threaten the project's 
economic feasibility, and would also threaten certain benefits to the City's 
economic health and welfare, including potential new jobs and tax revenues. 
However, the Council expressly conditions approval of this demolition on the 


execution by XOMA Cordoraticn of the lease for the proposed Building “E™ at 
this location. 
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For these reasons, Council finds, under Section 3.24.260 (OC 2ZI o£ 
the Berkeley Municipal Code, that it is not feasible to retain the 
smokestack, taking into account the feasibility of alternatives examined, 
and balancing the interest of the public in preserving this structure 
and the interest of the owner of the site in its utilization. 


Council finds that the addition of up to 6,000 square feet to 
Building “F" would not adversely affect the landmark status of the site, 
and reserves examination of its effects on the environment and its relation 


to the purposes of the Zoning Ordinance for deliberation by the Board of 
Adjustments. . 


FURTHER RESOLVED, that Council directs that, prior to sending of notice 
of intended action by the Board of Adjustments, the applicant, staff, and 
representatives of affected groups investigate the possibility and potential 
benefits of adding up to 6,000 square feet of commercial space to the 
project (Building “F") in exchange for up to $150,000 being provided by the 
developer for additional public artwork or other historic preservation efforts 
to be incorporated into the project. The additional historic preservation 
efforts are to be provided at no additional cost to the City other than 
approval of the additional 6,000 square feet of commercial space. 


FURTHER RESOLVED, that Council directs that staff, the Board of Adjustments, 
and the Landmarks Preservation Commission, proceed as expeditiously as possible 
to complete review of this project. This includes action on the Use Permit by 


the Board of Adjustments, and design review by the Landmarks Preservation 
Commission. 
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City of Berkeley 


ANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
180 MILVIA STREET 
JERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94704 


(415) 644-6490 


MEMORAHDUMA 


FOR COMMISSION ACTION 
March 16, 1987 


To: Members of the Landmarks Preservation Commission = 
From: Gil Kelley, Acting Chief, Advance Planning «4 


Mark Paez, Commission Secretary 


Subject: 2900 FIFTH STREET (750 HEINZ STREET) - PROPOSED DURKEE STTE 
DEVELOPMENT 


Introduction 


The proposed development at this site involves demolition of the smokestack 


and the structure known as 810 Heinz/Exverimental Kitchen, rehabilitation of 
two buildings (the Durkee and Spice Buildings), and construction of three aew 
structures on this six-acre, formeriy industrial site im West Berkeley. The 
applicant is Wareham Development of San Rafael. The project site, formerly 
the Durkee Famous Foods Plant, was designated as a local landmark in 1985. 
The building known as the Garr Building, which is a part of the Larger’ site 


designation, is mot under the ownership of this applicant, and is mot a part 
of this project. 


Under Section 3.24.200 ot the Landearks Preservation Ordinance, am appiicant 
must secure permission from the Comsission for demolition, facade alteration, 
and new construction om designated landmark sites. Permission for such 
actions may be granted by the Commission om the basis of making specific 
findings wander Section 3.24-260 of the ordinance, and after conducting a 
public hearing. For this particclar project, a Use Permit must also be 
secured from the Board of Adiustmencs. The Boara will act subsequent to, and 
in consideration of, the Commission®s action. Whereas the LPC‘s action is 
primarily related to certaia physical charateristics of the site, the Board's 
action will relat2 to a broader set of issues, 


includiag use of individual 
buildings. 


This report summarizes tte bacxground of the site's designation and te 
development application process to date, sets forth stafi's amalysis of the 
apolication in relation to tee reasons for site designation and te purzoses 
of the ordinance, and finaily, recommends a set ef findings and action to be 
made by the Coomissicn. Tze findings portion of this recommencation is a 
suggested framework which can be modified and sucpiemercted by the Commissioz 


as needed, in resvonse t> jubiic testimony and Commission deliberations. 


Menbers: of ‘the LEC Maret ie. 1987, 
Re: 2900 Fifth Street Page 2 ~- 
Background 

Early demolitions. The Landmarks Preservation Commission initiated the 


— «= 
Durkee Complex for Landmarks consideration as a result of the demolitioa of 
the former Winterizing Building, a large brick 


{ndustrial structure which 
surrounded the smokes tack 


The demolition permit which authorized the razing of the Winterizing Building 
was issued without the required Landmarks Commission review as set forth in 
the provisions of the Non-Residential Protection (demolition) Ordinance. 
After this was brought to the attention of City officials, the Codes & 
Inspections Division issued a stop-work order to preclude further demolitions, 
pending Commission deliberations on the demolition permit requests. 


Also slated for demolition were the following structures: the remains of 


warehouse #34, 810 Heinz/Experimental Kitchen, the smokestack, and the Spice 
Warehouse. 


Designation of the site. The Commission held a lengthy public hearing on the 
landmark initiation, receiving testimony from West Berkeley residents the 
majority of whoa overwhelmingly supported the 
Following the hearing, the Commission discussion focused on whether a site 
versus an individual structure designation would be appropriate. After 
reviewing the lLandaark application (see attachments #2) 
citizen testimony at the public hearing,the Commission concluded its 
deliberations on August 6, 1985 by designating the "Durkee Complex” a City of 


Berkeley landmark site, for the three reasons specified in the designation 
motion: 


landmarks designation. 


and hearing the 


It was MSC (Sparks/Manning) that the Landmarks Preservation Commission 
approve the application to designate the site known as the "Durkee 
Complex a City of Berkeley Landmark: 


1 As an examole of Berkeley°s early industrial beginning. 

Le Its value as a reminder to the neighborhood and City as a whole of 
the economic and cultural growth of this section of the city. 

3. In particular, to Tecognize the unique architecture and industrial 


style of the Durkee Building, 800 Hein= Avenue- 


On August 20, 1985 Warehas Development filed an appeal of the Laccaark 
designation. The appellant argued that the site did not warrant designation 
because it lacked svecial character, and historical, architectual or aest&etic 
value, and therefore, did aot merit designation under the ordinance. The 


apolicant further stated that tke Comnission's designation was vague, 


ambiguous, and lacked tre specificity required under Section 3.24.100 of the 
landaarks ordinarce- 


Members of the LPC 


March 16, 1987 
Re: 2900 Fifth Street 


Page 3 


The City Council considered Wareham's appeal in September of 1985 and upheld 
the Landmark designation. Im its action, the Council directed the Commission 
to clarify for the record which site characteristics it considered to be 
historically significant, and also expressed its overall support for the 


concept of developing and re-using the site as proposed by Wareham 
Development. 


In recognition of Wareham's needs, the Council created the “Durkee Task 
Force”, a body comprised of City Staff, Board of Adjustments and Landmarks 
Commission members. The Task Force was instituted to coordinate and expedite 


the processing of the permit reviews mecessary to complete the proposed 
Durkee site development project. 


Denial of demolition permits without prejudice. 


Subsequent to the 
desiguatioa “of ‘the site, 


the Commission heid a public hearing to consider the 
demolition permits for 810 Heinz, the Spice Warehouse, the smokestack and the 
remaining framework of the former warehouse #34. Stare 


prepared an 
environmental analysis of 


the proposed demolitions and determined that the 
issuance of this discretionary permit was subject to the California 
Environmental Quality Act due to the Commission's having designated the site 
architecturally and culturally significant. Staff advised the Landmarks 
Commission that the preparation of a full Environmental Impact Reoort (EIR) 
was required, and that the Commission should not conclude its deliberations on 
the demoiition permit umtil such time as an EIR was completed and certified. 
After consulting with the City Attorney, the Commission denied the denolition 
permit, without prejudice, due to the absence of the requisite environmental 
analysis (see Notice of Decision ‘in attachment #3). 


Enviroremental Review. As noted above, the use permit/demolition permit 
application is subdject to environmental review under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). On December Ll, 1986, the Board of 
Adjustments, acting as “lead agency” for the City, certified the Final EI@ as 
conplete. The LPC, acting in a role analogous to a “responsible agency” (a 
commenting body, with ressonsibility for some portion of the discretionary 
action), made comments te the Board on both the draft and final EDRs. These 
comments were incorporated anc responded ts in the certified * finest St. 

The ED found that develorment of this site could signa ficattly, abterti cs 
character, but that any significant adverse impacts could be mitizated by 
continued refinements to the design. The EIR noted that the Durkee and Spice 


Buildings were to be retained. It also concluded that the question of 
whether keeping certain of the other site features is eritical to aainmiaiag 
the overall historic, culcerai, and archi 


hitectural value of the site, such as 
the 810 Heinz/Exverisectsl Kitchen structue, can only be settled: by local 
decision-makers (LEC and Council), after weighing various elements of the 
project as a whole- The Zia ,suggests 4 franewors tor comsidericg the 
demolitions, and of=ers a “senun” of possible aeasures to mitigate other 
design-celated impacts (see gage 3 of Final DEA 


ep pir 


Members of the LPC 


March 16, 198-7 
Re: 2900 Fifth Street 


Pag: + 


Under CEQA, the Board of Adjustments, prior to granting a use permit for the 


project, will need to find that all significant impacts of the project have 
been mitigated, or, if not, then that there are overriding social or economic 
reasons for not mitigating certain impacts. The Board will be Looking to che 
LPC to advise as to whether and how potentially significant Landmarks iaoacts 
have been mitigated. Therefore, it is important that the LPC communicate its 
advice on this issue, as well as taking action on the proposed demolitions and 


new construction. (Language to this effect is suggested in the recommencation 
section of this report.) 


Design Develooment. Following from the EIR analysis, the applicant engased in 
Several working sessions with the LPC, including one site visit, and several 
evening meetings during the months of December, January, and February. “me 
intent of these meetings was (to refine the project design in such a way coat 
at least some of the LPC’s comcerns and the EIR's menu items were imcores= 
in project design. These sessions dealt with issues 
height, footprints and massing; preservation of the “courtyard™; prelici=2-7 


facade treatment concepts; parking paving and landscape concepts; ete eS 
information on demolitions and rehabilitatious. 


such as: buil 


Task Force Meeting on Mitigation Framework. During the later 
development sessions, severai Commissioners expressed a concern that, woe 
part of the Commission's future deliberations on the project would Lixe 
concera questions of economic feasibility (e.g- of retaining ¢c=s=> 
structures and requiring other design-related measures), 

not turn only on the cost of these measures, but that requiring these me2s== 
might, in turn, affect the project's financial ability to mitigate cs== 
other environmental impacts, such as housing, traffic, and childcare. = 


this reason, a public meeting of the joint task force was held on Februa=y 
1987, to clarify tke overall mitigation framework and understand wit 
conceptual trade-offs might be- Members of the Economic Developme== arc 
Planning staffs were present t exp 


lain the overall mitigation packag? waich 
would be recommended to the Board of Adjustments for approval. 


These sane staff members will be at the LPC hearing 
framework to the full Commission, 
negotiations. Because some o= 
funds 


to explain the fe b ih rrdinag: Speen} «| 
and give an update on the mitisaiioz 
the project mitigations involve pay==s== ox 
to the City for use in aitigating “srissite 

of the project, stfit and the applicant attempt to negotiate a comprese=tsive 
package of financial and perfomance measures for presentation to the, Soas=) a= 
Adjustments. This package inciudes such things as payments to tote Copenh ag 3 
afforéable housing (or provision ef affordable housing on sits). -ay=e25s 
toward traffic isorovemercs, provision of ofr payments toward afis==asi2 


transit encouragement aeasures, ese 


social and economic costs 


childcare services, preferentiai hiring, 


Revised Acvlicatiocn. Based uoon the evol 


ution of design comcests thrsce— Ce 
working sessions, toe avpiicars has 
ot x 


submitted revised drawings and a <2T=sec 
applicant's stateseat (2/5/37), which 


44 constitute the request u0ow =sra lls 
? 2 E 
before the cece 


jis revised sroposal inciudes the following: 


changes in the courtyard procortions and tre uew Building ‘C* 


footpri=ct, 6 sore closely cesenole the existing couditisns. 


~ 


' 


{ 
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addition of a partial second story to Building ‘E‘ to add a 
sense of backdrop and enclosure to the courtyard. 


moving Building 'F*, at the west end of the site, away from 
the Copra Warehouse (Garr Building) to achieve a better 
telationship between structures; and creation of a glass 
atrium through the center of this building. 


temoval of the previously proposed parking structure and 
certain previously proposed landscape features, such as 


berms and other planting areas, to affect a more industrial 
look for the site. 


= changes to the elevations, facades, and cornices of the new 
structures to incorporate a more industrial design theme 


tetention of loading “docks? andi canapiesi,ca 


the Durkee and 
Soice buildings. 


The application continues to include demolition of the 810 Heinz/Experimental 
Kitchen building and demolition of the smokestack as components of the request 
for project approval. The revised applicant statement, 


included in the 
application materials previously distributed, 


sets forth a design tationale 
and proposed design and financial justification for demolition of these 
features. Rehabilitation of the Spice Building amd Durkee Building, 
theatre and a live-work/commercial comvlex, 
components of the project. 


£or) 4 
respectively, continue to be 


Remaining Actions. Accion on this application by the Landmarks 
Commission - whether to approve, modify or deny the application - is 
appealable to the City Council. After disposal of the appeal, if any,-by the 
Council, the application wiil be forwarded to the Board of Adjustments. 


Preservation 


The Board of Adjustments will comsider granting use permits under the Zoning 
Ordinance. The use perziz= review necessarily entails a broader range of 
issues than. LPCireview, “such” as use, “disolacesent;? traitiic generation, 
packing, etc. The Board's decision is also appealable to the City Council. 
No demolitions or new, coass=uc=“on can occur om the site?umtil: the Beard. of 
Adjustments action is final (isceluding disposition of an appeal, if any, by 
the City Council). 


Staflt..is, also .recommerdicz tis= the acplicant be ‘required —to cetura to «the 
LEC, subsequent’ to™ the ‘Scars's action, but prior ‘to’ securing Building: Persits, 
for mew comstruction, to obtain asproval of desizgn details (similar to a 
Design Review procedure]). ? 


Analysis 


The Commission designated the Durkee Site as a lLand=ark because it is an 
exanole of Serkeley’s industrial besicsmizzs; havias evolved -over.a. period of 


_— 
~ 
~ 


ae. <-<-=— 


seeasccedl 10, Leas 


Pase S 


years into a complex of industial buildings, most of which were bricx. This 
grouping of buildings, and particularly their grouping around the “courtyard” 


at the east end of the site, made {t one of the few largely umaltered 
{ndustrial complexes of this era in Berkeley. In designating the site, the 
Commission also considered the growth and expansion of the Durkee Famous Foods 
Co., which remains visible in the building styles, to be a reminder of Yest 
Berkeley's economic and cultural growth. Knowing that this unique site vould 
undergo transformation to accommodate future uses, neighborhood residents and 
site temants urged the Commission to designate the site, in order to ensure 


that reuse of the site respected the integrity of the site as a whole. 
Council request, the Commission specifie 
the site were considered 


Upon. 
d which of the individual features of -~ 
to be historically significant (see attachment 5). 


The Landmarks Preservation Ordinance authorizes the Commission to review and 


approve all demolition, alteration and const=u ‘ion permits for land marx builc- 
ings and sites. in Sections 3.24:200 — 280, the stand- 
ards, criteria, and framework for taking action on these permit requests. It is 
important to note that these permits snould be consicered in licht of 
reasons’ for wnien the Sutteene 


‘Whe ordinance sets forth, 


eh = SS 
ala hol aren seeriet ex 


Secondly, tne LEC aust 
criteria set forth in the ordinance. for new con- 
ction and alterations on historic sites, the ordinance recuizes that 


or site was designated. 
appiy the review stancarcs anc 


=— 
ee 


a Tot 
ef y ars, Bs 
find that the proposed work shall not acversely afttect the exterior arcziteccural 


features of the Landmark, nor adversely affecc the special character on special 
historical, architecozm~al, or aesthetic interest or value of the landmark anc its 
site, as viewed beth in themselves and in their setting (Section 3.24.260(1) (a)).- 


The ordinance also svecifies the grounds om which demolition of designat 
buildings, or buildings on designated sites, 


altermantives to demoiition or the 


ad 
may be granted: bg 
structures is mot economically feasible, 
particularly when balanced against the public benefit to be derived fron the 
project as proposed, 2) vetainicg the stucture({s) poses a hardship for the 
applicant, or 3) the steucture creates am unsafe or dangerous condition, 
and is economically infeasible to preserve or testore- 


In the Applicant's Statement previously distributed, 
detailed ratioraie for the provosed desigz, 
which the avplicanct believes 
Tequests. 


the applicant presexts a 
and sets forth a reasoning for 
the Commission should be comvelled to grant te 
In summary, tee aspiicant states thac the project, as mow ces 


¢ : 


rn 

-+4-S-7 

preserves the intent et tte designation, by restoring amd emhanciag ce 
siznificant ~“buiidices 


ca ait =. (site; 7 persinine Cis 


historical aassisg oat 
site, and by incorsorating otter 


design components suggested during 
several desion deveicoument sessions with the Lec. The applicant also states 
that it is ast econonically feasitsie toa retain either the 810 
Heinz/Experinencal Kitches building or te smokestack, given that tee costs 
for retention would uecessatily reduce the budget for- restoratica 
more important feat=res of tre site- 


ede 


Of 6t.2s. 
The avplicant has furnished cost es ~i=2ces 


Force) Ce cairo €eatures. 
= 


and  ceststizs these 
‘ 


bey 
Pisa liv. the appiicans stztes that b 


eing cequiced to cetsin ce oo 
Heinz/Exzerizexntml Kisssest structure oF the smokestack woulc pjc0se an 
imxedizce and substeattiai Sishis The applicace’s statecent does oot set 
forth a specific rezsening for finding Garcsnto< The Commission say vaz= ts 
take tesctisony from the acsiicanc om is subiec= at the Bed Poms ie as 
atsuerent £s de termiced 


caisced co be icsortanc. 
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In staff's opinion, making the hardship arguement is not necessary in this 
case. Demolitions can be granted, if the Commission finds that the overall 
project design is acceptable. Given the costs of other restoration efforts on 
the site, as well as the costs to offset the other environmental effects of 
the project, and given further that the public interest is served by these 
other efforts, an appropriate finding could be made that alternatives to 
demolition of these features are economically infeasible and unwarranted. 

Furthermore, as outlined below in the recommended findings, staff believes 
that the revised design complies with the intent of the original site 
designation. As noted previously, the recommended findings set forth below 
are intended to give a structure to the Commission's deliberations, and should 


modified and amended as necessary to incorporate salient new information fron 
the public testimony, and from Commissioner's own comments. 


Recommendation 


It is recommended that the Commission take the following actions: 
ee Based upon findings set forth below, aoprove the project (specific 
approvals Listed below), with the conditions described further below: 
a) Approved acticnus: 


Demolition of 810 Heinz/Experimental Kitchen complex, also 


smokestack, and resaining steel framework at the location 
ef the former Warehouse 34 


Renovaticn/restoration of Durkee Building/Spice Building 


Conus crucrion of new buildings labeled as C, E, and F on 
appiican='3) Site olan 


Other laxdsc2ze, read, and garking improvements to the site 
as described on the site glan 


b) Findings: 
i. The procosed design preserves the intent of the site's 


desiccation as a local landaark, in the following ways, 


while allowing re-use of the site for present-day 
pur eses: 


- The slacesent and sassiag of new buildings om the 
sits are sucn''that the semblance of the original 
cenplex, and of the cour VATS sl (Ls 


‘ 


< ; < 
pp teed ers i 


sresesvec. These were critical elements sts Kaley 
Comaissica's decision to designate the site as a 


lacce2s<. Also, the placement and =assing or new 
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buildings are compatible with the remaining 
stcuctures which are to be retained and renovated, 
and with the Garr Building. 


- The industrial appearance of the site is preserved 
by design features such as the emphasis on 
“hardscaping”, selective brick facing, industrial- - 
type clerescory windows, iron railings and grates, 
matching the rhythm of new building modules to 
those of the original buildings which are being 
retained, etc. Furthermore, the compatibility of 
design details with the purposes of the site's 
designation shall be ensured by the requirement for 


subsequent, detailed design approval by this 
Commission. 


-~ Two notadle structures, the Durkee Building (800 
Heinz) and the Spice Building, are being retained 
and renovated, including retention and restoration 
of mamy of tie exterior features of these buildings. 


The project will have an educational and cultural benefit to 
the public, because it. will allow and promote greater public 
access to, acd wisibility of, 4 site and collection of 
buildings which represent an historic view of West Berkeley. 


Demolition of the 810 Heinz/Experimental Kitchen building, the 
snokxestack, and the remaining steel £ 


ramework of tke 
former Warehouse 34, is pernissi 


ble for the following reasons: 


- Based wom a review of cost information presented by 
the applicant, and others, tme cost of retaining 
and cestsring these features, parzicularly when 
balanced against the public benefits to be derived 
fron the effort and expense ef retaining, testoring 
and enhancing other features of the site, together 
with the cost of offsetting other social and 
economic effects of the project, make retention of 
these paxcicular features economically infeasible. 


- Furchernors, the need for the preservation af these 
features is substantially diminshed by the 
preserva title restoration anc enrarncesent Gr occer 
feaccres of wie site, and therefore, preservation ot 
then is =sc essential to preserviz=g the integrity of 
the size aor the incest of the origical designation. 


a ah 
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c) Conditions: Ti 

- That this action shall become effective only upon approval of 
the use permit by the Board of Adjustments, or:in the case of 
an appeal of the Board®s action, by the City Council. 

- That the project shall be required to returm to the LPC, for 
approval of design details, subsequent to the granting of a use 
permit, but prior to securing any building permits for new 
‘construction. Such design approval shall include: facade 
treatment, femestration, paving and landscaping, color and 
finish materials, Lighting, signage (location, size, and other 
standards), amd other design details determined to be relevent 
at the time of this review. 

Le Communicate to the Board of Board of Adjustments the following 
statement, for consideration in make CEQA findings for this project: 
The Landmarks Preservation Commission has reviewed the final 
EIR for this project, and has imcorporated its findings and 
Tecommendations in our deliberations over this project. As the 
EIR points out, the Commission has a unique role in reasoning 
out what specific aspects of the project would be significantly 
detrimental under the terms of the local ordinance. 
For the reasons stated in the record of findings in our 
decision to grant demolition permits and approve the new 
Construction on this site, the Commission found that the 
project, on balance, preserves the intent of the Commission's 
designation of the site as a Landmark, and that the revisions 
to the project design (which are emumerated in the revised 
application and record of this Commission's findings) have 
mitigated any ;otentially significant adverse impacts in the 
area of impaccs om historicai/architectural resources. 
Attachmerts: 
1. Notice of Decision - site designation (8/6/85) 
2. Landsarts  acplica ctca 
3. Motice of Decision - denial of demolition pernits 
without prejudice (11/18/85) 
4. Excerpts from tee Final ZDR (11/86) and the Addendum (12/86) 
5. Site plan of existicg conditicas, showing “features of 
historic value” 
6. Sectfors 3.2%.290 - 260 sf the Lancaarks Preservation 
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Distributed Previous ly: 


7. Revised development application 
8. Draft EIR, Final EI 


9. E. Zambrano Letter regarding smokestack retention costs 


WC 


Copies sent 6/15/87 


To: Secretary, Landmarks 
Preservation Commission 


RESO L.U,51LON 


No. 53,752 N.S. 


Dated May 19, 1987 


Adopted by the Council of the City of Berkeley by the following vote: 


Ayes: Councilmembers Chandler, Dean, Jelinek, Shirek, Skinner, 


Abstaining: 


LONI HANCOCK 
Mayor and President of the Council 
Attest EDYTHE CAMPBZELL 
City Clerk and Clerk of the Council 
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PREFACE 


THE MANDATE: The Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Act (UPARR) of 1978 
requires that any jurisdiction desiring to apply for UPARR funds must develop, 
submit and have approved a local Recovery Action Program (RAP) which documents 
the needs of the community together with action plans to meet those identified 
needs. 


The purpose of this Recovery Action Program is to indicate how the park and 
recreation system will be revitalized and maintained, emphasizing the rehabilita- 
tion of deteriorating facilities and describing how the rehabilitation effort is 
linked to the overall goals, priorities and strategies of the park and recreation 
system. 


In response to this Mandate, the City of Berkeley has developed this Recovery 
Action Plan, in accordance with the outline set forth in the March 10, 1979, Federal 
Register. From the initial stages of developing this plan, it was the staff's 
intention to consider local needs as well as federal guidelines and requirements. 


In compiling the assessment of the parks and recreation system, one of the 
major deficiencies identified was the lack of information about the system -- 
user data, program evaluation information, budget analysis, planning documents, 
community needs and preference studies, maintenance standards and performance 
data were all virtually non-existent. This complicated the process required to 
develop the Action Plan; but more seriously it impedes sound planning and manage- 
ment practices on an ongoing basis within and among the various administrative 
units involved in providing park and recreation services. 


In addition, developing this plan was complicated by the number of adminis- 
trative units involved in the system. There is no systematized information shar- 
ing or review process between the administrative units. These problems are addressed 
in the Action Plan and recommendations for identifying data needs and improving 
information systems as well as for improving coordination and communication within 
the system are included. 


Because the Action Plan is only a starting point in improving the park and 
recreation system, provisions need to be made for continuing the park and recreation 
planning process beyond January 1, 1981, when this Action Plan is submitted and 
UPARR funds are no longer available for planning staff. Limited budget resources 
make this impossible without additional funding. Potential sources of funding are 
also addressed in the Action Plan. 


There are two major sections of this plan. Part I is the Assessment which 
describes the existing park and recreation system and the pertinent issues and 
problems confronting the system. The purpose of the Assessment is to provide 
background and justification for the second major section, the Action Plan, which 
presents the community's specific objectives, priorities and implementation strate- 
gies in relation to Berkeley's overall recreation system goals. 
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Ike ASSESSMENT OF NEEDS, PROBLEMS, AND ISSUES 


A. Context 


1. Description 


Berkeley has perhaps the most diverse population to be found in any 
city of its size. Persons of all ages, races, incomes and lifestyles are found 
among its population. While the size of the population (approximately 100,000) 
has not changed significantly in the last quarter century, shifts in its makeup 
have occurred and probably will continue. The 50's and 60's saw a large increase 
in the student and young adult population. Between 1960 and 1970 the number of 
persons between 15 and 24 increased 50%, while the number of persons under five 
declined almost 30%, and the number 35 to 64 declined almost 20%. Households with 
children were replaced by those without children. While the total white popula- 
tion declined slightly, the black population increased by 25% and the other non- 
white population (primarily Chinese and Japanese) increased almost 40%. Women, 
low income households, ethnic and racial groups, the disabled and unconventional 
lifestyles asserted themselves more than ever before. Alternative education, child 
care programs and senior centers were among the responses to these population changes. 


Despite its limited financial capacity, Berkeley has sought to meet the diverse 
needs of its population. It has remained one of only a handful of California cities 
to provide a wide spectrum of health services to residents. A wide variety of 
social, recreational and cultural activities for and by residents are supported with 
city programs and contracts with community agencies. Low and moderate income 
families, elderly and disabled persons benefit from non-profit, moderate income 
housing and leased housing programs. 


Berkeley residents care about their neighborhoods and their community. Thou- 
sands participate in the city's decision-making every year as members of neighbor- 
hood organizations, political groups backing candidates and initiatives, members 
of appointed boards and commissions, and as individuals. 


A clear expression of Berkeley residents’ concern for their parks was the 
passage of a five-year tax override of 20¢/$100 assessed property value in June, 
1974, for park acquisition, development and renovation. Known as Measure Y, the 
override generated four and a half million dollars and added 10 new parks and re- 
novated an additional 15 parks and mini-parks. As important as the physical impact 
on the parks system was the planning process generated by Measure Y which involved 
the Parks and Recreation Commission, the Planning Commission, and the City Council 
in an annual public review of the 5-year plan. In addition, a process for involving 
citizens at the neighborhood level in specific park project review was also developed 
and utilized for all Measure Y funded park development and improvement projects. 


The University of California is the single largest factor in Berkeley's econ- 
omy. It provides thousands of jobs and its departments, staff and faculty, students 
and visitors spend millions of dollars annually in Berkeley. However, its tax 
exempt status means that Berkeley's largest landholder, employer and activity 
center pays no property tax; thus a greater tax burden falls on property owners 
and residents to support municipal services. Although there is a Central Business 
District and other community and neighborhood commercial centers experiencing in- 
creased sales in specialty shops, overall retail sales have declined resulting in 
decreased city revenue. There is industrial development in West Berkeley, but 
there is limited space for industrial commercial expansion. Revitalization efforts 
continue in deteriorated areas of the city and unemployment remains high especially 
for youth and minorities. 
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As in many older Bay Area cities, Berkeley's population has been declining 
slightly. Between 1970 and 1978, the number of Berkeley residents decreased from 
116,716 to 112,100, a drop of 4.0%. The projected 1980 population is 100,000, re- 
presenting another 2.3% decline from the 1978 level. 


The City of Berkeley is one of the oldest Council-Manager cities in California, 
this form of government having been adopted in 1923. The City Manager is appointed 
by the City Council and all other employees and officers are directed by the City 
Manager. The elective officers of the city consist of a Mayor, eight Council mem- 
bers, an Auditor and a School Board. The City Manager is the administrative head 
of the city government and is responsible for the efficient operations of all de- 
partments of the government, except the Library. The City Manager's Office coor- 
dinates the activities of these departments and makes appropriate recommendations 
to the City Council for improvements: in organization and operation. 


The administration of park and recreation services has undergone numerous 
changes over the past 5-6 years. These changes were brought about initially by a 
reorganization of the city's administrative structure in 1974, which resulted in 
the expansion of the Parks and Recreation Departmentto include Youth Services and 
Senior Services. Until FY 1977-78 the Department of Parks, Recreation and Commun- 
ity Services (as it was renamed in 1975) was the main administering body for almost 
every aspect of public parks and recreation development, operation and maintenance. 
Only the Maintenance of Parks Structures was under a separate department, the De- 
partment of Public Works. 


The passage of Proposition 13 in June of 1978 resulted in the elimination of 
the Parks, Recreation and Community Services Department, with all park design, de- 
velopment and maintenance services transferred to the Public Works Department; and 
Recreation, Youth, and Senior Services transferred to the City Manager's Office, 
where they have remained until the present time. An administrative reorganization’ 
has been recently completed which created a Human Services Department to include 
recreation, youth and senior services, plus the programs which are responsible 
for the development and administration of community agency contracts (CETA, CAP, and 
General Fund programs). (See organization chart, p. 


Parks and recreation planning takes place primarily on a specific project 
level within the various administrative units involved. The recent reorganization 
has brought about changes in the administrative structure which have not been fully 
integrated into the total system, thus a need for improved coordination exists. 


A broad park and recreation plan was developed in 1977 as part of the Revised 
Master Plan. The goals developed for that plan are presented in Section II.A. of 
this Action Program (p. 75). 


2. Overview of Park and Recreation System 


ee ee ese es 


The key feature of Berkeley's park and recreation system is variety. The 
200 acres of developed parklands include waterfront parks at the Marina; rambling 
hillside view parks; four recreation centers; small neighborhood play areas for 
children; and school parks jointly developed by the City and the School District. 
In all, there are over 40 parks. In addition, three swim centers are jointly oper- 
ated by the School District and the City of Berkeley. The swim centers are located 
at the junior high schools and provide both recreational and instructional programs. 
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The Berkeley Marina, owned and operated by the City, is comprised of a 975 
berth mooring basin, two parks, the fishing pier, a public boating ramp, three 
hoists and a boat dry storage area. The Marina is financially self-sustaining with 
revenues generated from Marina rentals and concessions. 


The city also operates three senior centers which provide a variety of re- 
creation programs for the elderly. 


In addition, the City of Berkeley operates one family camp, Tuolumne Camp 
on Highway 20 near Yosemite National Park, and contracts with CAMPS, Inc., a 
community based private non-profit corporation, to operate the Cazadero Art and 
Music Camp near the Russian River, and Echo Lake Camp in the Sierras. Improve- 
ments are needed at the camps both to upgrade and to winterize the facilities, par- 
ticularly at Echo Lake Camp. The rehabilitation and development needs of the camps 
is warranted to make sure that Berkeley's urban residents continue to have moder- 
ately priced camp facilities available to them. 


There are three basic problems with Berkeley's park acreage: (a) Berkeley's 
park acreage is not evenly distributed throughout the city. In fact some areas 
have no publicly owned parks or recreation facilities other than school playgrounds. 
In addition, 99 of the 207 acres are in one park -- Aquatic Park -- which is under- 
utilized because it is not easily accessible to public transportation and is iso- 
lated from the city by an industrial belt and the railroad tracks. Also, it is 
immediately adjacent to the freeway which creates a severe noise problem. 


(b) Berkeley has an average of less than two acres per thousand population. 
This is extremely deficient according to the California State Outdoor Recreation 
Plan which recommends that a city should provide a total of 10 acres of park and 
recreation area (exclusive of school playgrounds) for each 1000 residents. Berkeley 
would have to acquire an additional 950 acres to meet this standard. Clearly the 
State standard is unrealistic for an urban area such as Berkeley. The standard 
suggested for Berkeley in the 1977 Revised Master Plan is 2 acres per 1000 popula- 
tion (exclusive of school playgrounds) or approximately 220 acres of city owned/ 
operated park and recreation space. Even if this standard were met, it is still 
low, so steps must be taken to maximize all available park and recreation resources 
such as developing school parks to meet neighborhood needs; assessing historical 
designated sites for recreation potential; improving public transit access to 
Tilden Park and to Aquatic Park; and improving access for pedestrians and bicyclists 
to the Marina. 


(c) Because of the variety and the topography (especially of the hill parks) 
Berkeley's park acreage is difficult to maintain. There are many small parks (1 
acre or less) scattered throughout the city in response to neighborhood needs. 
These smaller sites are much more expensive to maintain. (See Section E.4. for 
further analysis.) The park maintenance problems facing the City of Berkeley are 
compounded by the fact that in the past ten years, a total of 39.90 acres of parks 
and median strips have been added (a 30% increase in total acreage). However, the 
staff available to provide necessary maintenance services has not kept pace with 
the increase in workload, and the deterioration due to age and use of existing park 
facilities have created a situation where, given current funding, it is impossible 
to make the repairs needed to keep some facilities functioning or maintain the park 
sites as desired. Thus, increased funding for ongoing maintenance is one of the 
most pressing needs of the Berkeley recreation system. 
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Recreation programs are provided at the four recreation centers, and a 
variety of swim programs and classes are offered at the swim centers. The num- 
ber and variety of classes, programs and activities is limited by lack of staff 
and funds. Yet the demand for programs is increasing as people spend more leisure 
time close to their home due to the cost of traveling. To meet this demand, a 
variety of alternative approaches must be examined including an examination of 
fees and charges, and especially improved coordination with non-city recreation 
providers to make classes and programs available in the recreation centers on a 
contract basis. 


For example, CAMPS, Inc. has proposed to utilize Cazadero Camp staff and 
resources to provide art and music classes in the recreation centers at a minimal 
cost ($1.00 per lesson). The Berkeley Shakespeare Festival has made a similar 
proposal to offer drama classes. 


A major deficiency in the recreation program is the lack of programs that are 
accessible and available to disabled persons. A proposal has been submitted to se- 
cure UPARR funds to train recreation staff -- both city and non-city -- to inte- 
grate (or mainstream) disabled persons into existing recreation programs. If this 
project is funded, it will be an important step in increasing recreation opportun- 
ities for disabled persons. 


3, Citizen Participation 

Citizen participation occurs in all phases of the park and recreation process 
-- from the broad policy level (e.g., the development of the Master Plan which pro- 
vides the policy framework for all park and recreation activities) to the specific 
design and use of a neighborhood park. 


The revision of the Master Plan was a three-year effort involving neighbor- 
hood groups and individual neighborhood associations, extensive city-wide and neigh- 
barhood public hearings. The effort was constantly reviewed by a Council-appointed 
citizen commission, the Master Plan Revision Committee, as well as by the Planning 
Commission. The City Council adopted the revised Master Plan in June of 1977 as 
recommended by the Planning Commission. .The Open Space and Recreation element of 
the Master Plan provides the overall policy directives for park and recreation 
activities in the City of Berkeley. 


The Measure Y Ordinance also mandates public participation as part of the 
review process concerning use of Measure Y funds. Section E of the ordinance 
states that: 


"The Recreation Commission and the Planning Commission shall hold at 
least one joint public meeting annually and shall at such time receive 
and review a report from the Director of the Recreation and Parks 
Department on the implementation of the acquisition program, on ex- 
penditures made from the funds, and on properties developed and reno- 
vated during the preceding year for recreation used. The Recreation 
Commission and the Planning Commission shall receive testimony from the 
public regarding their recommendations for the acquisition, development 
and renovation of parks and open space lands; approval of Fund expendi- 
tures to be by a majority vote of each of the Recreation Commission 

and Planning Commission meeting jointly, and with the concurrence of the 
City Council. Said recommendations should balance the City-wide needs 
for parks with the needs of the identified high-deficiency neighborhoods." 
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At the specific park project level, a Park Planning Process Guide developed 
by Parks Design staff, provides for extensive citizen involvement. As soon as 
the planning process commences on a given project, a community meeting is held to 
record and explore all community ideas, needs and fears regarding the project. 
Once a preliminary design is developed, a second community meeting is held to 
present the design alternatives, elicit expression of preferences, discover the 
reasons for expressed preferences and develop design compromises if possible. 
Once a final design is derived, a third community meeting is held to present the 
preferred design alternative. Upon full Roard and Commission review of the Final 
Design, the project is placed upon the Council agenda and the community design 
meeting participants are notified of meeting dates. 


To obtain citizen input to the UPARR Action Plan, numerous surveys were con- 
ducted to determine the community's opinion regarding Berkeley's parks and recrea- 
tion system. There were five different surveys; one questionnaire was distributed 
to households in the community within the neighborhoods surrounding the 5 recrea- 
tion centers and 1 swim center. Two surveys were distributed at the five recrea- 
tion centers, one for park and center users, ‘the other for recreation program 
participants. A city-wide telephone survey was conducted to gather information on 
both recreation facilities and programs. In addition, a questionnaire was distri- 
buted to disabled persons to obtain specific information about recreation needs of 
the disabled. Approximately 700 questionnaires were filled out and returned. 

(See Appendix B for summary survey data.) 


B. Physical Issues 


The City of Berkeley owns 207 acres of parkland within the city limits which 
provide a variety of recreation opportunities. It is important to note, however, 
that: 99.36. 48 %) of these acres are located in Aquatic Park which is not 
easily accessible to Berkeley residents (see page 17 ) and which contains some 80 
acres of water which is used for waterskiing and specialized water sports. Besides 
the city's holdings there are various other private and non-profit organizations 
which also provide recreation facilities. 


The following is an assessment of the physical recreation facilities avail- 
able to the Berkeley population. First is an inventory of public resources. What 
does the city own? Where is it? What condition is it in? Then the assessment 
will cover the coordination of public facilities with other service agencies 
such as schools. Facilities for the elderly and disabled are described including 
the general accessibility of public facilities to the disabled. There is a brief 
inventory of recreation facilities other than those owned by the city and a brief 
discussion of recreation facilities outside of Berkeley. Historic landmarks which 
have recreation potential are outlined. A summary of the deficiencies in the re- 
creation facilities available will conclude the chapter. 


i. ply pes or Facilities 


The City of Berkeley's 48 parks and recreation areas are classified into 7 
categories determined by the size of the facility and its primary use. 


Major park and recreation centers not only have a recreation building which 


supports many activities, but also provide many outdoor activity areas such as bas- 
ketball, tennis, volleyball courts, and playing field. For example, the James 
Kenney Center has an exercise room and indoor basketball court as well as outdoor 
basketball and tennis courts. 
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Medium to large parks may have a building on the Site, but usually do not, 
and offer a wide variety of activities for users. 


Small parks include both totlots and mini-parks. Berkeley's totlots are 
usually a small area with play apparatus intended for activities enjoyed by pre- 
school or young elementary age children. Berkeley's mini-parks are usually one 
to three city lots in size and have play apparatus as well as PLenie: facalatres. 
benches or lawn areas. 


Special use facilities provide activities for special interest groups. The 
Berkeley Rose Garden, lawn bowling greens and water skiing/lagoon at Aquatic 
Park are examples of special use facilities. 


Hill parks are located on the westward facing slope of the Berkeley hills and 
provide unique opportunities for rock climbers, walkers and view enthusiasts. 


Swim centers have standard competition size pools and locker room facilities 
which are used by the schools during school hours and opened to the public after 
hours, on weekends and holidays. 


School parks are a cooperative effort between the city the the Berkeley Unified 
School District. Eight shool yards have been developed with Measure Y funds. 


The following is a summary of existing facilities arranged according to park 
type and indicating the acreage of each individual park and the total acreage of each 
category. 


PARK CATEGORIES OR TYPES SIZE IN ACRES TOTAL ACRES PER CATEGORY 
ee Oe eee) Be ee ee Oe 
MAJOR PARKS AND RECREATION CENTERS 
ee ENE) 
the Grove a eS 
San Pablo L295 
ie Live Oak Soyo! 
4, James Kenney 4.06 _ 25.98 


ARGE PARKS 
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Bes Willard Park 

6. Cedar/Rose 

7 Civic Center 

8 Codornices 1 
oe Hearst Strip 

10. John Hinkel 

i ealous 

12. Shorebird (Adventure Playground) 

13. Remillard 
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70 50.86 


SMALL PARKS 


14, Spruce Michigan 1.19 
15. Berkeley Way 43 
16. Charles Dorr .60 
17. Columbus Mini A6 
18. Cragmont S00 
19. George Florence worl 


20. Greg Brown Behe: 
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21. Haskell Mabel i 


22. Horseshoe 3.39 
23. Prince Street ED 
24. Roosevelt melee 
25. 63rd Street 19 
26. Terrace View ead 
27. Virginia McGee Totlot ee, 
28. Monkey Island .30 
29. Walker Street 0) 
30. Marina Mall 252 12.88 


HILL PARKS 


jl. Contra Costa sue 
32. Euclid View HARI) 
33. Frederick Pek 
34. Grotto Rock Boo 
35. Indian Rock ie eal! 
36. Mortar Rock soy) 
37. Stoneface eS, ity 


SPECIAL USE FACILITIES 
38. vAquatic Park 997.36 


39. Bowling Green i efoul 

40. Rose Garden Deo 104.81 
SCHOOL PARKS 

41. Columbus (design phase) oO 

42. Grizzley Peak : a6 

43. John Muir (Phase II not implemented) 1.00 

44. King Lee 

45.  LeConte ee AG 

46. Malcolm X 1.80 

47. Thousand Oaks 2.60 

48. Washington LO) 2.62 
SWIM CENTERS AT JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS 

49. West Campus 

50. King 

Bl.) 6Wailbiard TOTAL ACRES PARKLAND 208.25 


2. Distribution of Parks 


For the purpose of describing park distribution and impact, Berkeley has been 
divided into nine study areas, the boundaries of which either combine or coincide 
with the twenty-one planning areas developed for the revision of the Berkeley Master 
Plan in 1975. The decision to combine certain planning areas was based on an area's 
proximity to major parks, neighborhood boundaries and the availability of corres- 
ponding socio-economic data. (See map next page.) 


AREA #1, WEST BERKELEY, is bounded by the Albany border to the north, the 
Emeryville/Oakland border to the south, San Pablo Avenue to the east and the East 
Shore Highway (excluding Aquatic Park) to the west. The area contains Berkeley's 
only concentration of industrial and warehouse buildings. The Southern Pacific 
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Railway mainline tracks run north to south through this industrial district. The 
area also contains residential areas, generally consisting of very old housing 
stock. West Berkeley has a high minority and low-income population. 


Area #1 contains a major park and recreation center (James Kenney) and 2 
small parks (Columbus and George Florence) and 2 school parks (Columbus and Malcolm 
X) for a total of 5.73 acres of public parks. Other facilities in the area include 
the West Berkeley YMCA and the West Berkeley Senior Center. Area #1 is adjacent 
to the Marina and Aquatic Park, but because they are separated by an industrial 
area and the freeway, they are not accessible as neighborhood parks and will be 
described separately as Area #10. 


James Kenney Park opened for public use in 1917. Consisting of 4.06 acres of 
land, the grounds contain basketball and tennis courts, tot play apparatus, a pic- 
nic area and a playing field. The new 5,496 square foot recreation center is the 
city's only accessible recreation building for the disabled. The center has indoor 
basketball courts, a multipurpose room, conference room, arts/crafts room, photo- 
graphy studio, exercise rooms as well as restrooms with showers. 


The park needs repair/replacement of a retaining wall which is falling over, 
various ground repairs including irrigation system correction on the playing field, 
additional fencing, tennis and basketball court fixtures and fencing replacement. 
Feature areas surrounding the recreation center building need to be reassessed in 
terms of design, maintenance and use. The building needs major roof and restroom 
repairs. 


George Florence Park is a small park which opened in the summer of 1979. 
Basically a mini-park, it covers .51 acre. This park is highly used and although 
relatively new, one swing is missing and the climbing net needs to be repaired. 


Columbus Park is a small park. This .46 acre mini-park was built in 1975 
around a two story house which was purchased by the city for Youth Employment 
Services to renovate. Much of the interior of the building was rewired and re- 
finished, but was never completed and the exterior remains in an unsightly condi- 
tion. There is limited play equipment and 2 small lawn. 


Columbus School Park will be developed in 1981 with Measure Y funds. Plans 
include redesigning the playground, resurfacing the area, and adding play equipment. 


West Berkeley Senior Center is currently housed in a converted four-plex. The 
new center, located one block south of the old, should be completed before the end 
of the year. 


AREA # 2, NORTH CENTERAL BERKELEY, is bounded by the Albany border to the 
north, Addison Street to the south, and Sacramento and San Pablo Avenues to the 
east and west. The North Berkeley BART station is located within this racially di- 
verse, residential neighborhood. It is a moderate income area containing 3.53 
acres OL public weeréeation tacilaties. 1t has allarce park, a ‘small ipark, anda 
swim center. 


Cedar/Rose is a brand new large park, covering 3.1 acres. The grounds in- 
clude a multipurpose field, tot area with a tricycle run and an apparatus area for 
older children. The community building is currently leased to the Alacosta Center, 
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